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jI CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

One of the key responsibilities of the military

logistician today is to reduce the cost of acquiring and

maintaining defense systems. One method proposed for
achieving cost reduction is the use of multi-service acquisi-

tion programs. Under this concept one service, called the

executive service, is responsible for acquiring a system

for itself and/or other services, called the using or par-

ticipating services. Some of the potential advantages of

this concept include reduced costs from avoiding duplication

of effort, inventory savings, and standardization of equip-

ment and spares (10:14.4-5). However, there is reason to

believe that the multi-service acquisition process may not

work as efficiently or effectively as it should.

Problem Statement

Specific problems exist in multi-service acquisi-

tion programs. These problems must be identified and

solved in order to achieve more effective and efficient

management of these vital programs.

Background and Justification

In a letter addressed to the Air Force Institute

of Technology (AFIT), Mr. T. A. Jones, Deputy Director of

1
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Equipment, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC),

discussed multi-service acquisition programs. According

to Mr. Jones, in recent years, systems entering the Air

Force operational inventory through multi-service acquisi-

tion programs have expanded quite rapidly. One area is

ground communications and electronics equipment. Here, the

Army, as the executive service, purchases equipment for its

own as well as Air Force use. Mr. Jones stated that "prob-

lems arise because of different support philosophies within

the two services [6]." He added that at its best the sys-

tem [ . is confusing to those people working in the
acquisition community. At its worst, there are support
delays and costly "work-arounds." In one case, the
AN/TSC-94 Super High-Frequency Satellite Communications
terminal was delivered from the contractor and placed
in storage because it was not logistically support-
able [61.

Captain Robert Mansfield developed an excellent

case study on the logistics problems with the AN/TSC-94

Mr. Jones referenced. The case was part of an Acquisition

Logistics Seminar at the Air Force Institute of Technology

(AFIT) in June 1980. In his study he gave a chronological

history of the AN/TSC-94 case. The main points of his

study are summarized in the following paragraphs.

The Army awarded the AN/TSC-94 contract to RCA on

31 June 1976. The contract included six units to be

delivered to the Air Force. The Air Force Electronics

System Division (ESD) provided funds to the Army for

2
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acquiring and provisioning for the six Air Force units.

After the funds were provided, Air Force gave little atten-

tion to the program until problems began to develop. The

first key problem identified was that the Sacramento Air

Logistics Center (SMALC), the Air Force control point for

the initial spares for the AN/TSC-94, did not attend the

provisioning conference. As a result, SMALC had little

idea of what types of spares would be needed, or how many

would be required. Also, the provisioning list they

received later was not very useful because the Army and

Air Force use different methods to provision for new sys-

tems. Furthermore, SMALC did not understand much of the

Army's data because it was in a format the SMALC did not

recognize. Captain Mansfield concluded that the primary

cause of these problems was that the Army and Air Force

used different procedures to provision for and catalog

spare parts.
Captain Mansfield, at this point in his case,

focused on the differences in provisioning and cataloging

procedures, which appeared to be the main problems in the

AN/TSC-94 case. The Air Force screens the manufacturer's

part numbers through DLSC to identify valid National Stock

Numbers (NSN). This pre-screening occurs before the pro-

visioning confe-ence. Its purpose is to eliminate dupli-

cate stock numbers, identify interchangeables and sub-

stitutes, and prevent adding duplicate items to the spares

3



inventory. The contractor usually helps with these pro-

cedures and also attends the provisioning conference. The

Air Force then selects its initial spares at the conference.

The Army's normal procedures for provisioning are

quite different. DLSC pre-screening of part numbers does

not occur. The Army pre-screens all drawing numbers against

its own records. Also, the contractor does not usually

attend the provisioning conference. Rather than select

spares at the conference, the Army waits until an item

becomes a firm requirement. In the case of the AN/TSC-94,

this process took 550 days for some items.

In addition to these differences in provisioning

procedures between the Army and Air Force, Captain Mans-

field also discovered some problems that resulted from poor

interface between the two services. The Army Communications

Electronic Readiness Command (CERCOM) was required to

register the Air Force as a user with DLSC. This was

necessary for Air Force units to get the required spare

parts. Because of unfamiliar procedures, registration was

delayed for several months. As a result, SMALC was unable
to register the Air Force as a user of the spares for the

AN/TSC-94. SMALC then had to use a long, mostly manual 1

process to find out which parts had valid stock numbers

assigned. At this point CERCOM was not aware of the SMALC's

problems. Likewise, SMALC had no personnel dedicated to

managing interservice programs.

4 4



Another problem arising from different procedures

between the services appeared in assigning part numbers.

The Air Force uses a stock class plus the manufacturer's

part number. On the other hand, the Army uses drawing

numbers. If a drawing changes, the part number changes

even though the part remains the same. This often causes

duplicate requisitions for many items. Attempts to correct

this problem actually caused some valid spares requisitions

to be cancelled. Due to uncertainties about quantities and

items required, and unresolved questions about its role as

the secondary inventory control activity (SICA), SMALC

refused to accept shipments of spares from the Army. The

spares were subsequently returned to CERCOM for storage.

Since the spares were now in Army warehouses, normal

accounting procedures would require that they be paid for

again upon issue. They were initially prefunded by ESD.

The "work-around" solution to this dilemma was to assign a

special holding code number to spares designated for Air

Force use. However, some items failed to get coded

properly and were used by the Army during a readiness

exercise in Europe.

As a result of the problems summarized here, the

* Air Force Communications Command (AFCC) refused to accept

the AN/TSC-94 because there were only enough spare parts

to support two of the six terminals. The AFCC action was

noted by Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for

5L
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Logistics, who demanded action to prevent such a problem

from happening again (7:5-22).

The AN/TSC-94 case described by Captain Mansfield's

study pointed out many specific problems that can develop

in the multi-service acquisition process. Other evidence

suggested that further research into the multi-service

acquisition process is warranted. For example, one of the

authors was involved in a similar situation during his

tenure as the Satellite Supply Operations Officer for the

NORAD Cheyenr Mountain complex. In this case the Army was

the execu'ive service for the AN/FTC-41, a secure data

transmissio system. This system was to be used by all

services as an integral part of the Defense Communications

System. Its purpose was to upgrade, by improving the

capacity, speed, reliability, and maintainability, the old

secure data transmission system at Cheyenne Mountain. The

actual conversion began in May of 1980, a delay of one year

from the original conversion date. The delay was caused by

improper supply procedures, lost assets, and lack of initial

spare parts. It appeared that these problems were caused by

many of the same types of interface problems found in the

AN/TSC-94 case.

In a study conducted at the Defense Systems Manage-

ment School, Lieutenant Colonel James D. Haney examined

three multi-service acquisition programs. In the first

case, the Army was designated as the executive service and

6



each of the four major services were users. The program

was designed to develop and maintain a standard line of

mobile electrical generators for use throughout DOD.

Colonel Haney identified several problems which developed

in this program. Fluctuating requirements from the indi-

vidual services caused some funding problems. Differing

technical requirements submitted by individual services

also caused some minor delays. Also, the support received

from the using services was less than desired. There was

a tendency on the part of the using services to view this

as an "Army project." In spite of these problems, Colonel

Haney judged this program a success. Prior to the pro-

ject's establishment in 1967, there were more than 2000

different kinds of mobile generators in the DOD. This

number was subsequently reduced to 42. The number of spe-

cifications covering mobile generator sets was reduced from

800 to 7. From 1967 to 1973 the number of technical manuals

for generators was reduced from 4000 to 1000 and is pro-

jected to eventually be reduced to less than 100 manuals.

Perhaps the best indicator of the success of this program

was that the number of spare parts required was drastically

reduced. As a result of the program only 2,129 different

parts were required compared to 13,224 if each service

acquired its own generators under the old procedures

(4:1-19).

7
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The successes of this program pointed out the poten-

tial for multi-service acquisition programs. To develop a

system which will guarantee consistent similar successes

as in this program provided further justification for this

research.

In a second project, whose purpose was to acquire

standardized firefighting equipment, the Air Force was

designated as the executive service. Again, all four ser-

vices would use the firefighting equipment. However, in

this program, there was limited success and the project

was abandoned. Colonel Haney cited several reasons for the

lack of success in this program. First of all, Joint

Operating Procedures, a key element in the success of the

generator program, were never published. Colonel Haney was

unable to determine exactly why, but he did state that

there seemed to be difficulties obtaining services' concur-

rences on procedures. A second factor in this case was that

the project was assigned to a lower organizational level

than the generator project. Also, the Program Manager was

only a Lieutenant Colonel. Colonel Haney felt that a higher
[ I.

rank would be required since the Program Manager would be

dealing with representatives of all four services. Further-

more, this program did not receive near the guidance and

direction from DOD as the generator program. Finally, the

number of personnel assigned to this project was not ade-

quate. Forty people were required yet only fourteen were

8



ever assigned compared to the eighty assigned to the

generator project (4:19-23).

The final case Colonel Haney studied was a program

to develop a surface container-supported distribution sys-

tem. This project also achieved very limited success and

was abandoned two years after it began. Colonel Haney

again cited failure to publish Joint Operating Procedures

and lack of using service support for the executive ser-

vice, in this case the Army (4:23-24).

Also at the Defense Systems Management College,

Mr. Mathew Wittman examined eight multi-service acquisi-

tion programs. The Navy was the executive service in each

of these programs. In four programs, both the Navy and Air

Force were using services. In the other four, the Navy,

Air Force, and Army were all users. Mr. Wittman explained

the background behind the multi-service acquisition concept

and explained the basic process as he saw it. One key point

he made was that each major service used a different organi-

zation structure when it was the lead service in a multi-

service acquisition. The first problem Mr. Wittman identi-

fied was inter-service competition which detracted from the

success of some programs. Another factor causing problems

was personality conflicts. Also, for the less-than-major

programs, funding was a major problem. In some instances the

lead service would reprogram funds from joint programs into

its own single service programs. This action caused delays

9



in the programs and also caused the participating services

to reevaluate their commitment to the program. In spite of

these problems, the personnel involved in these programs

who were interviewed by Mr. Wittman were enthusiastic about

the potential for multi-service acquisition programs

(13:1-20).

The successes found in the mobile generator pro-

ject pointed out the potential for multi-service acquisition

programs. However, the evidence showed that oftentimes

problems develop in multi-service acquisition programs which

can delay employment of needed systems. Therefore, research

which could identify and correct recurring problems in multi-

service acquisitions in order to achieve consistent suc-

cesses was justified.

In order to gain further insight into the multi-

service acquisition process, the authors interviewed Mr.

T. 0. Jones, Deputy Director of Equipment, HQ AFLC. Among

other responsibilities, Mr. Jones' directorate is respon-

sible for managing ground communications and electronics

equipment, equipment which is acquired by the Army for Air

Force use under the multi-service acquisition concept.

Mr. Jones began by explaining what he saw as prob-

lem areas in the multi-service acquisition process between

the Army and Air Force. His first point was that differ-

ences in provisioning procedures between the two services

leads to problems of the kind found in the AN/TSC-94 and

10



AN/FRC-41 cases. For example, the Army lets a system

mature before being concerned about spares, whereas the

Air Force tries to estimate initial demand for spares and

provision at that level before a system is deployed.

Mr. Jones also stated that there is no clear policy for

provisioning for less-than-major acquisition programs. He

pointed out the need for research into methods to bridge

the gap between Army and Air Force provisioning documents.

His final point was that, although there is interest in

the problems with multi-service acquisition programs as

high as the Deputy Assistant of tLe Air Force level,

research such as that proposed by the authors could be vital

to improving the multi-service acquisition process (5).

A final justification for this research lies in

the paucity of published information on multi-service

acquisition programs. An extensive search of the Defense

Logistics Studies Information Exchange (DLSIE) and the

Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) produced many

studies on single service acquisition programs but very

few studies on multi-service acquisition. Additional

research on multi-service acquisitions should help program

managers in this vital area.

Delimitation

Many possible multi-service acquisition areas could

have been investigated. With four different services, each

11
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able to act as either executive or using service, there

were many possible combinations. An in-depth analysis of

all combinations would have been impossible. Therefore,

the primary focus of this research was on the situation in

which the Army was the executive service and the Air Force

was the user. Ground communications and electronics (CE)

equipment falls into this category and was the focal point

of this study. A final limitation was to restrict the study

to less-than-major system acquisitions. This decision was

made because the authors felt that major systems acquisi-

tions, because of their importance and cost, received

sufficient high level visibility. It was felt that this

visibility would help preclude the types of problems found

in less-than-major system acquisitions or at least facili-

tate the use of work around solutions. However, these

delimitations do not necessarily limit the app~l.ability

of this research. Less-than-major acquisition programs

involving other services were examined to determine if

there were problems common to those the Army and Air Force

had with the AN/TSC-94. Also, these other programs were

examined with an eye toward techniques or procedures which

could prove useful within the scope of this study.

Finally, it was hoped that the study would result in prin-

ciples which could be applied to other multi-service

acquisition programs beyond the scope of this research.

12



In summary, this research attempted to identify

and solve problems in the multi-service acquisition of

ground communications equipment, less-than-major programs,

in which the Army was the executive service and the Air

Force was the using service. The lessons learned from

this research could then be applied, where applicable,

across the multi-service acquisition arena.

Research Objectives

The objective of this research was to identify

problems which arise when the Army, as the executive ser-

vice, acquires ground communications and electronics equip-

ment, for Air Force use. Once the problems were identified,

the research objective was to recommend changes to correct

the identified problems.

Research Questions

1. What is the current system for the Army to

acquire cummunications systems for multi-service use?

2. Are there deficiencies in the guidance provided

by current directives for multi-service acquisition pro-

grams? If so, can they be identified?

3. Were the problems in the AN/TSC-94 unique to

that program, or were those problems typical of multi-

service acquisition programs?

4. What are the major problems encountered in

the acquisition of ground communications equipment when

13



the Army is the lead service and the Air Force the user?

Are these problems different from, or more severe, than

those encountered in single service programs?

5. Can acquisition programs be identified which

seem to be more effective or efficient than the AN/TSC-94

program?

6. If so, what differences were there, if any,

in programs more successful than the AN-TSC-94?

7. How can the Army-Air Force interface during

multi-service acquisitions of ground communications sys-

tems be improved?

14
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j CHAPTER II

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Problem Synopsis

Multi-service acquisitions, as defined in Chapter I,

offer a great potential for reducing the life cycle cost

of new systems. For example, the DOD mobile generator pro-

ject cited earlier resulted in a reduction from 2000 to 42

of the number of mobile electrical generators used in the

Department of Defense. In addition, the number of spare

parts required to support these generators were reduced

from over 13,000 to just over 2100.

However, the literature indicated that this type of

success in multi-service acquisition programs appears to be

achieved less often than desired. In fact, the same study

which described the successful electrical generator pro-

gram cited two other programs which were abandoned after

achieving limited success.

Perhaps the best illustration of the need for

research into the multi-service acquisition process was the

case of the AN/TSC-94, a mobile ground communication system

for which the Army had acquisition responsibility and the

Air Force was to be a user. Because of many problems

which developed throughout the program, the Air Force
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Communications Command (AFCC) refused to accept the AN-

TSC-94. Their reason was that there were only enough spare

parts available to support two of the six terminals. As a

result of the AFCC action, William B. Moseman, Deputy

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Logistics,

demanded that such problems be prevented from happening

again. The research described here was undertaken to pro-

pose solutions to do just that.

Introduction to the Research Plan

This research was exploratory in nature. Because

of the relatively recent development and use of multi-

service acquisition procedures for less-than-major programs,

a standardized and detailed data bank was not readily avail-

able. In addition, each service branch had its own way of

classifying and storing data. Therefore, the research was

limited primarily to a qualitative analysis of problems in

multi-service acquisition programs. The main data acquisi-

tion process relied on personal and telephone interviews

with key personnel involved with various less-than-major

acquisition programs.

Development of the Survey Instrument

The survey instrument was a structured telephone

or personal interview with open-ended responses. The open-

ended nature of the interview was used to allow the

16

* I *0'.



researchers to explore in depth the problems as well as

to uncover new areas for additional future research.

Initial, exploratory research was conducted in

order to determine the appropriate questions to include

in the interview. Several of the persons actually inter-

viewed later were questioned as to what possible areas to

investigate might be. Army and Air Force people were among

those who assisted the researchers in the development of

the questionnaire.

The initial screening research identified six major

potential problem areas. These were guidance, coordination,

management information, funding, provisioning, and train-

ing. These six areas formed the core of the questionnaire,

which is included at Appendix A. A demographic section and

summary section were added to form the completed instrument.

Within the questionnaire itself, a basic rationale,

or approach, was used. The basic format was to first ask,

"How is a particular procedure accomplished?" Next, ques-

tions were asked to determine what problems existed.

Finally, questions were included which asked how procedures

could be improved. The first type of questions served

three purposes. First of all, they allowed the researchers

to gain additional knowledge beyond that published about

multi-service acquisitions. Also, this type of question

allowed the researchers the opportunity to evaluate how

knowledgeable individuals being interviewed were. Finally,
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depending on the variety of answers received, the research-

ers could perhaps identify nonstandard or conflicting pro-

cedures.

The second type of question provided information

about problems encountered in multi-service acquisitions.

The third type of question was used to allow interviewees

to express their opinions on how multi-service acquisitions

could be improved. Also, these responses were used by the

researchers as a framework for recommended improvements.

The instrument was first prescreened by Air Force

Institute of Technology (AFIT) faculty. In addition, the

interview instrument was screened by the Directorate for

Equipment, HQ AFLC and the Air Force Acquisition Logistics

Division, Acquisition Branch (AFALD/LW) offices. The

former office is responsible for monitoring ground communi-

cations and electronics equipment, which includes the

AN/TSC-94. The latter office is directly responsible for

monitoring provisioning for new systems.

The Data Bank

An attempt was made to interview a cross-section

of personnel involved in the multi-service acquisition of

communications equipment. In keeping with the scope of

this research, primary emphasis was focused on systems

acquired by the Army and used by the Air Force and/or

other services. In an attempt to isolate problems across
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the spectrum of an acquisition program, people interviewed

ranged from GS-9 inventory managers to GS-16 division

chiefs. The primary emphasis was on GS-11, 12, and 13 and

0-2, 0-3, and 0-4 middle managers. This group was selected

because the preliminary screening research revealed that

most of the multi-service interfacing occurred at these

levels. This cross-sectioning allowed questioning of people

who had experience supervising a broad spectrum of multi-

service programs, as well as individual program managers,

assistant program managers in charge of logistics, provi-

sioners, item managers, and equipment specialists.

In addition to the cross-section across organiza-

tional lines, a cross-section of programs was also made.

Three "super-organizations" involved with overall super-

vision of multi-service programs were sampled. These

included the Defense Communications Agency (DCA), Tri-Tac,

and the U.S. Army Satellite Communication Agency (SATCOMA).

DCA supervises and has overall program responsibility for

strategic satellite communications terminals. Tri-Tac

manages communications linking devices such as telephone

and message switching devices. 'USA SATCOMA is responsible

for tactical satellite communications terminals. Within

*these overall areas, six specific programs were studied.

From the DCA area of responsibility was chosen the

AN/FSC-78.
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The AN-FSC-78 is a strategic satellite communica-

tions terminal used to provide worldwide corn runications

capability for the National Command Authorities. It is a

part of the Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS).

It is a heavy, fixed position terminal, and there are

currently eighteen terminals deployed worldwide. The

AN-FSC-78 has much built-in redundancy to provide a high

operational availability rate. It was initially deployed

in 1977 (11).

Also, one specific program under Tri-Tac was

studied, the AN-TTC-39. The AN-TTC-39 is a telephone

switching device scheduled for deployment in August 1983.

It is a tactical, mobile, modular switch which will be

compatible with both older analog type communications equip-

ment and state of the art digital equipment (3).

Four programs supervised by USA SATCOMA were also

studied. These included the AN-TSC-94, AN-TSC-100,

AN/MSC-40, and AN/MSC-64. Of these four programs, the 94

has already been deployed and the others are currently

being developed.

The AN-TSC-94 is a tactical satellite communica-

tions terminal deployed in support of the Ground Mobile

Forces (GMF) communication network. The terminal itself

is mounted in a pick-up type vehicle and a disk antenna is

towed behind. As mentioned in Chapter I, the AN-TSC-94

was initially unsupportable when first deployed in 1979.
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There are currently six of these terminals being used by

the Air Force.

The AN/TSC-100 is a follow-on to the AN/TSC-94.

It is similar in appearance, deployment mode, and purpose.

The major difference is a slightly larger disk antenna.

Nearly 85 percent of the parts are common with the 94.

It is scheduled for deployment in August 1981 (12).

The AN/GSC-64 is also a tactical satellite com-

munications terminal currently being developed. Its pur-

pose is to provide secure command and control communica-

tions for theater nuclear forces in Europe. It is

designed to provide automated dissemination of highly

specialized information for European theater commanders.

Present plans call for the acquisition of 200 terminals,

of which Air Force will own 26. The AN/GSC 64 can be

truck mounted, but the Air Force versions will be rack

mounted in fixed communication sites (12).

The AN/MSC-40 is a larger terminal whose purpose

is to integrate and control several of the AN/GSC-64s.

Five will be acquired for all services, and Air Force will

get one of the five terminals.

These six programs were selected to provide a com-

parison of procedures, problems, and ideas among systems

acquisitions using different management philosophies and

supporting organizations. However, all systems were

similar enough to provide a valid basis for comparison.
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All six programs were for ground communications equip-

ment, and in each case the Army was the lead service and

Air Force a user. Two of the systems, the AN/TSC-94 and

AN/FSC-78 have been recently deployed, while the others

are in acquisition and scheduled to be deployed within the

next five years.

In addition to DCA, Tri-Tac, and USA SATCOMA,

several other agencies become involved in the acquisition

of communications systems. Agencies from which inter-

viewees were selected included the Sacramento Air Logis-

tics Center (SMALC), Air Force's Electronics Systems Divi-

sion (ESD), Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC),

and the Air Force's Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD).

The research also extensively used the Air Force

Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD) lessons learned

data bank. The lessons learned are maintained to provide

data on problems encountered in the systems acquisition

process. The researchers used these files to obtain

selected cases for study as well as for detailed analysis

of specific problems encountered.

Research Question Rationale and Methodology

Each research question is now restated and the

rationale and methodology for each discussed.
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1. What is the current system for acquisitioning

communications systems in which the Army is the lead

service and the Air Force is a user?

a. Rationale. This research question served

two purposes. First, it gave the authors additional

insight into the multi-service acquisition process. Second,

it was intended to determine how well those involved under-

stood the process and if there were significant differences

between services as to the multi-service acquisition pro-

cess.

b. Methodology. The following interview ques-

tions were used to answer research question number 1:

17, 18, 22, 23, 27, 28, 35, 36, 41, 45, 46.

2. Are there deficiencies in the guidance provided

by current directives? If so, can they be identified?

a. Rationale. These research questions were

used to determine exactly what guidance was available to

program managers, DPML staff, and other key personnel as

they provisioned for selected Army-Air Force communications-

electronics systems. The purpose was to determine whether

or not the formal guidance provided by DOD, Air force,

and Army regulations was sufficient to ensure effective

and efficient provisioning for the systems involved.

b. Methodology. In order to answer research

question number 2 the interview instrument was adminis-

tered. Questions were specifically designed to determine
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if the respondents felt the formal guidance was adequate.

Questions were also asked to determine to what extent they

used informal versus formal guidance as they managed their

programs. Additionally, questions were asked to determine

if program managers and other key people had received any

training designed specifically for dealing with multi-

service acquisition programs.

Next, all respondents were asked what deficiencies

they perceived in the directives governing multi-service

acquisition programs. They were also given the opportunity

to present their ideas for improving the system.

The interview questions in section II, Guidance,

and section VII, Training, were specifically design to

answer research question number 2.

3. Were the problems in the AN/TSC-94 unique to

that program, or were those problems typical of multi-

service acquisition programs?

a. Rationale. This research question was

posed to determine whether or not the AN/TSC-94 problems

were typical of multi-service acquisition programs. If

the research were to indicate that the AN/TSC-94 was an

isolated case, then inferences concerning multi-service

programs could not be drawn from this case analysis.

Research Question 3 was intended to compensate for the lack

of exploratory research and data in multi-service acquisi-

tions.
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b. Methodology. To answer this research ques-

tion Captain Mansfield's case study was reanalyzed and spe-

cific problems listed. In addition, interviews were con-

ducted with key people involved with the AN/TSC-94 program

to determine if further problems had been identified since

the earlier case study. The AN/TSC-94 problems were then

compared to those discovered in research questions 1 and 2

to determine the problems common to the AN/TSC-94 and the

other programs which were researched. The following

investigative questions were designed to help answer

research question 3: 11, 12, 15, 16, 26, 30, 39, 40, 44,

47.

4. What are the major problems encountered in the

acquisition of ground communications equipment when the

Army is the lead service and the Air Force is the using

service? Are these problems different from or more severe

than those encountered in single service programs?

a. Rationale. The purpose of this research

question was to identify the major problems encountered in

the acquisition of multi-service programs. This question

along with research question number 5 were the key ques-

tions underlying the survey instrument. The second part

*of this question was used to determine if the multi-service

aspect of the acquired systems studied here caused addi-

tional problems, or whether the problems encountered were

typical of any system acquisition.
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b. Methodology. Questions in each of the five

major areas on the survey instrument were used to answer

this research question. Specific questions were the fol-

lowing: 9, 11, 12, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 35, 39, 40,

44, 47, 50, 52, 56, 58. Part two of this question was

addressed by survey instrument question number 16. Since

all people interviewed had worked on both single service

and multi-service programs, it was felt that question 16

by itself would adequately answer the research question.

5. Can acquisition programs be identified which

seem to be more effective or efficient than the AN/TSC-94

program?

a. Rationale. Because many different specific

programs and organizational patterns were studied, it was

hoped that some programs could be identified which seemed

to run more effectively than the 94 program. The pre-

liminary research revealed that quantifiable data indi-

cated success of a program would be impossible to obtain.

Therefore, it was necessary to rely on subjective interpre-

tation of interviewee responses.

b. Methodology. The primary method to evalu-

ate success of a program was to compare or cross-tab

responses to questions identifying problems by the par-

ticular program different interviewees were associated

with. For example, if a particular program were more

successful than the AN/TSC-94, there should be fewer
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problems identified in response to interview question num-

ber 12. The specific instrument questions used for research

question 5 were the same as for research question 4.

6. What differences were there, if any, in pro-

grams more successful than the AN/TSC-94?

a. Rationale. If programs were identified

as more effective or efficient from research question 5,

they would thus be examined for factors which might have

led to this success.

b. Methodology. Programs which were sub-

jectively determined to be more successful were examined

for underlying causes of this success. Of particular impor-

tance here were the demographic questions cross-tabulated

against different programs, as well as questions which

asked how programs were accomplished or problems resolved.

These questions were all of an explanatory nature. That

is, they asked how a program was administered. Responses

to the questions were cross-tabulated by system in an

effort to identify procedures which could account for a

more successful acquisition program. Questions used to

answer research question 6 included: Section I, demographic

- data, 13, 17, 18, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 36,

38, 40, 41, 43, 45, 49, 51.

7. How can the Army-Air Force interface during

multi-service acquisition of ground communication systems

be improved?
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a. Rationale. The combined multi-service

experience of the 44 people interviewed exceeded 200 years.

It was felt that by combining the suggestions for improve-

ments of these people, recommendations could be made which

would allow better management of future multi-service pro-

grams.

b. Methodology. Specific questions were

asked which allowed the interviewee to offer suggested

improvements to the multi-service acquisition process.

Specific questions used to answer research question 7

follow: 29, 31, 34, 42, 48, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59.

Concluding Comments and Limitations

The limited data and limited previous research

available for multi-service acquisition programs point out

some limitations on this research. First, because the

data obtained was very qualitative in nature and based

heavily on personal interview, statistical data analysis

is necessarily limited in scope. Second, because the data

were obtained from different information systems (Army and

Air Force), the researchers were forced to edit and inter-

pret much of the data in order to make a standardized quan-

titative analysis possible. Third, because many people

interviewed had been or would be evaluated by their job

performance in these programs, an element of bias should

be assumed inherent in many of the interviews.
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However, these limitations do not negate the value

of the research conducted. On the contrary, the research

clarified that a system to provide concrete, standardized

data by which to measure the success of future multi-service

acquisition programs should be developed. The type of

information system designed should be patterned so as to

measure and record the success scores and demographic dita

used by the research plan described herein. This data base

could also be used by program managers at phase points of

the acquisition process to identify potential problem areas

so corrective actions could be taken before the success of

the program is affected.
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CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

Introduction

In Chapter II, the seven research questions were

summarized, and specific interview questions identified

which were intended to help answer each research question.

This chapter presents the results of the forty-four inter-

views which were conducted during a thirty-day period.

Most were telephone interviews, but whenever possible,

the interviews were conducted in person.

Organization of the results was aided by a com-

puter program, developed by the authors, which allowed

different sorts of the responses. This sorting allowed

cross-tabulation of responses by system, functional area,

interviewee, question number, etc. A copy of the FORTRAN

*program is included at Appendix B. Where appropriate,

the data are presented in cross-tabulated form. However,

in many cases there was either no significant trend evi-

denced by cross-tabulating, or the researchers felt cross-

tabulated data would be of little or no value. In these

*1 cases, the data are simply presented in aggregated form.

Of the forty-four interviews, sixteen were with

Army and twenty-eight with Air Force personnel. In some
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cases, a person was unable to respond to a question due to

inadequate knowledge of a particular area. The question-

naire was designed for a broad spectrum audience and it

was expected that individual questions would not be rele-

vant to all interviewees. Also, many questions could have

multiple responses. Therefore, rarely will the total number

of responses presented equal forty-four. When subgroupings

are made, or when the number of responses varies signifi-

cantly from forty-four, the actual number of responses are

indicated on the appropriate table. The number of responses

is labeled "n" on all tables.

The data are presented by section and in the same

order as the questionnaire (see Appendix A). Where neces-

sary, explanatory notes are included; however, no interpre-

tation of results is presented in this chapter. Rather, an

interpretation and analysis are presented in Chapter IV.

Section I--Demographic Data
1. What is your rank?

1A

Rank of persons interviewed ranged from GS-9 to

GS-15 for civilians and 0-3 to 0-6 for military. No sig-

nificant trends were apparent and therefore further presen-

tation of rank breakout will not be presented.

2. Interviewees' service codes indicated that

most were in the communications-electronics or engineering

career fields. No further presentation will be made.
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Responses to questions 3 through 5 are presented

in Table 3-1. The questions are repeated here for con-

venience.

TABLE 3-1

EXPERIENCE

Average Years Std.
Question No. of Experience Dev. Min. Max.

3. Acquisition 9.17 6.93 0 30

4. Comm-electronics 12.24 10.2 0 30

5. Multi-service 5.53 5.64 0 27

3. How many years of experience do you have in

acquisition?

4. How many years of experience do you have in

comm-electronics programs?

5. How many years of experience do you have in

working multi-service programs?

A large number of people interviewed had not been

in acquisition for all of their careers, but had prior

experience working with communications-electronics equip-

ment. This experience was in non-acquisition functions

such as equipment specialists, maintenance technicians,

etc.

Table 3-2 shows a comparison of experience levels

of Army versus Air Force personnel interviewed. Please
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TABLE 3-2

AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE BY SERVICE

Army Air Force
Question No. (n=14) (n=26)

3. Acquisition 13.4 7.60

4. Comm-electronics 18.9 8.75

5. Multi-service 10.2 2.73

note that because random sampling procedures were not

used, no statistical inferences are attempted.

Table 3-3 displays experience levels broken out by

civilian versus military personnel.

TABLE 3-3

EXPERIENCE BY MILITARY/CIVILIAN BY SERVICE

Average Years of Experience

Army Air Force
Civilian Military Civilian Military

Question No. (n=12) (n=4) (n=21) (n=4)

3. Acquisition 15.2 6.8 8.4 2.8

4. Comm-electronics 19.0 16.8 9.5 6.5

5. Multi-service 13.2 5.0 5.2 2.6

Comments: Again, due to nonrandom sampling and

small sample sizes, especially in the case of Army and

Air Force military, statistical inferences are not pos-

sible. However, there is strong evidence that civilian
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experience levels are higher than for the military in both

services in all three categories.

Table 3-4 illustrates average years of experience

by system studied. Again, note the restriction on statis-

tical inferences, in this case due not only to the non-

random sample but also due to small subpopulation sizes.

TABLE 3-4

AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE BY SYSTEM

System

AN/TSC-94 AN/TSC-100 AN/MSC- AN/TIC-39
40+AN/GSC-64

Question No. (n=13) (n=10) (n=4) (n-11)

3. Acquisition 10.1 8.4 13.4 7.4

4. Cbumn-electrcnics 13.0 11.7 15.6 12.4

5. Multi-service 5.6 4.2 8.6 4.5

AN/MSC-78 Others
* (n=2) (n=12)

3. Acquisition 7.5 12.2

4. Camnelectronics 6.0 14.6

5. Milti-service 5.5 8.9

NOTE: Many perionnel were involved with more than
one program. This explains why the sum of n's is greater
than from the previous table.
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Comments: The previous analysis of questions 3

through 5 indicates that personnel interviewed were more

experienced in comm-electronics than in acquisition, and

least experienced in multi-service acquisition. There was

also a wide range of experience, from a minimum of no

experience in all three categories to a maximum of thirty

years in acquisition and twenty-seven years in multi-

service acquisitions.

Although statistical inferences may not be

appropriately drawn, there is strong evidence that Army

personnel interviewed were more experienced than Air Force

personnel in all three categories. No statistical infer-

ences are possible for experience levels by system, nor

is there strong evidence of different experience levels by

system, other than for the somewhat higher level of experi-

ence on the AN/MSC-40 and GSC-64 systems. However, this

may very well be due to the very small (n=4) sample size.

6. What specific programs/systems have you been

involved with? Are you currently working any of these

programs? Which one(s) are multi-service programs?

Responses to this question indicated that inter-

viewees had experience with many different types of pro-

grams. All had worked and were currently working on both

single service and multi-service programs. All programs

were communications or electronics systems. With the
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exception of the Tri-Tac systems personnel (AN/TTC-39),

all were involved in some way with satellite communica-

tions programs.

7. What are your responsibilities in this/these

programs?

Responsibilities of the interviewees ranged from

inventory managers to commander of the Multi-service Com-

munications System Division at Ft. Monmouth, Jew Jersey.

Most interviewees were middle level managers.

8. What is your formal position?

Table 3-5 shows the responses to this demographic

data. Interviewees were generally placed in the "higher

level supervisor" category if the position was primarily

one of policy or guidance. Interviewees were placed in the

middle level manager/supervisor category if their job was

primarily one of policy execution or individual program

(i.e., AN/TSC-94, 100, etc.) manager.

TABLE 3-5

INTERVIEWEES' FORMAL POSITION

Category No. of Interviewees

Engineer 4

Middle Level Manager/Supervisor 14

Liaison Officer 3

Higher level Supervisor 14

Technician/Specialist 7

Other 2

TOTAL 44
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9. Is/was your organization adequately manned?

Table 3-6 summarizes the responses to question 9.

Section II--Guidance

The questions in this section were asked to iden-

tify the major directives used by multi-service acquisition

persornel and perceived deficiencies in the regulations.

Next, questions were asked which would identify major

problems in multi-service programs. Finally, interviewees

were asked whether they felt multi-service programs caused

more or different problems than single service programs.

During the interview process, it was discovered

that personnel were answering both questions 12 and 14 in

response to question 12, and that question 15 was not

applicable. Therefore, this section will present only the

results from questions 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16.

10. What directives do you use as formal guidance

in your work on multi-service programs?

This question was asked in order to identify the

most frequently used directives as well as to determine

if certain important directives were being ignored. Of

particular interest was how many respondents would mention

the Standard Integrated Support Management System (SISMS)

Manual. Tables 3-7 and 3-8 summarize the results of

question 10.
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TABLE 3-6

ADEQUACY OF MANNING

Organization Area Yes No Other

Sacramento ALC Grade 9 3 2

Experience 5 8 1

Training 2 8 4

Civilian/Military 3 - 11

AFSC/MOS 4 1 9

TOTALS 23 20 27

HQ AFLC Grade 6 3 0

Experience 7 0 2

Training 4 3 2

Civilian/Military 7 1 1

AFSC/MOS 5 1 1

TOTALS 29 8 8

Air Force Acquisition Grade 2 0 1
Logistics Division

Experience 0 2 1

Training 0 2 1

Civilian/Military 2 0 1

AFSC/MOS 1 1 1

TOTALS 5 5 5
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TABLE 3-6--Continued

Organization Area Yes No Other

Army Personnel Grade 11 2 3

Experience 8 5 3

Training 7 6 3

Civilian/Military 12 1 3

AFSC/MOS 10 1 5

TOTALS 48 15 17

Aggregate Totals Grade 28 8 6
(All Four Categories
Combined) Experience 20 15 7

Training 13 19 10

Civilian/Military 24 2 16

AFSC/MOS 20 4 18

TOTALS 105 48 57
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TABLE 3-7

FORMAL GUIDANCE USED BY AIR FORCE PERSONNEL
(n=26)

No. of No. of
Guidance Responses Guidance Responses

800-series regulations 10 PADs/PHDs 2

400-series regulations 11 AFM 67-1 5

AFWR 400-21 10 DODR 4140 series 4

AFR 800-24 (SISMS) 11 AFLCR 65-5 2

"There is no guidance" 2 Other 9

NOTE: "Other" included the integrated logistics
support plan (ILSP), joint operating agreements, statement
of work, Mil-Std 1388-1, local operating instructions,
and DODR 4000.19.

TABLE 3-8

FORMAL GUIDANCE USED BY ARMY PERSONNEL
(n=16)

No. of No. of
Guidance Responses Guidance Responses

AR 700-97 (SISMS) 10 Tri-Tac Documents 3

AR-700-99 (PICA-SICA) 3 DODI 1388.1 1

DCA Documents 4 DODI 1552 and 1661 2

AR 700-series 5 Other 3

NOTE: "Other" included the requirements for opera-
tional capability (ROC) and "other Army documents."
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11. What specific deficiencies, if any, exist in

the formal guidance?

This was a key question in that it was intended to

help identify major problems and areas for improvement in

the multi-service acquisition process. Because of the open-

ended and qualitative nature of the responses received,

no attempt is made here to tabulate numerical responses.

Rather, the following paragraphs summarize the responses

to question 11.

Summary of Guidance Deficiencies

The primary deficiency noted in the formal guidance

referenced the SISMS. Eight respondents, five from the

Air Force and three from the Army, said that the SISMS

was too vague or general and did not giv: enough detailed

procedural guidance. On the other hand, one Air Force

respondent indicated the SISMS was too detailed and one felt

it was correct in its current form.

The second most frequent deficiency mentioned was

that the individual services are allowed to tailor DOD

regulations such as DODR 1388.1, 1552, and 1661, resulting

in non-standard procedures between services. Three Air

Force and five Army respondents mentioned this deficiency.

Four interviewees, two from each service, cited incon-

sistencies between services regulations, other than those

caused by the "tailoring" problem.
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Four responses, again two from each service, pointed

out a lack of clear definitions of terminology in the multi-

service guidance. Three interviewees, two from the Army

and one from the Air Force, cited the lack of a single,

integrated document for individual programs.

No other deficiency was mentioned more than once.

Problems cited one time included the following:

1. Lack of a clear document outlining transfer

of equipment from the executive to the lead service.

2. Formal guidance is provided for single service

programs, but not for multi-service programs.

3. The PICA-SICA regulations (AFR 400-21 and AR

700-97) are not clear.

4. Computer interface guidance does not exist.

Two interviewees said there was no multi-service

guidance. Six people felt that there were no deficiencies

in the formal guidance. Of these, five were Army. Of

these five, two did mention that although the guidance

was adequate, implementation of the guidance was not being

accomplished.

12. What specific difficulties did you or your

organization encounter in your program?

Question 12 was very open-ended and therefore

the complete responses are impossible to present here.

However, several trends were apparent. Air Force respon-

dents were most concerned with the provisioning process.
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Fourteen different comments regarding provisioning prob-

lems were made. Of primary concern was the fact that the

Army typically spends less time at the provisioning con-

ference. While the Army only assigns SMR and IMC codes,

Air Force accomplishes many more actions at the conference.

Because the Army is running the provisioning conference

using their procedures, Air Force actions are not

accomplished. Another concern voiced was the fact that

Air Force prescreens DLSC for part numbers while the Army

doesn't. Also mentioned by three interviewees was a con-

cern with the overall provisioning process. They felt that

even though the Army provisioning conference is shorter,

the Army's overall provisioning process is much longer.

Two different interviewees mentioned a typical Army pro-

visioning cycle to be up to 550 days, while Air Force's

goal would typically be 120 days.

Only two Army respondents mentioned provisioning

problems. One did voice concern over the Army's lengthy

provisioning process, while the other confirmed the Air

Force comments regarding the different provisioning con-

ference procedures.

Closely related to the provisioning process are

source, maintenance, and recoverability (SMR) code and

maintenance repair concepts. Seven Air Force members cited

differences between the services SMR coding procedures and

maintenance concepts as major problem areas. However,
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only one Army interviewee expressed concern in this

area.

Another major area of concern was in communica-

tion or coordination between the services. Seventeen of

the twenty-eight Air Force interviewees had communications

or coordination problem comments. Five of the comments

were that communications between services were generally

inadequate. Four comments were that the coordination was

adequate, but that timeliness of the coordination was not.

Two respondents stated that their main problem was in pro-

viding SICA service (Air Force) requirements to the PICA

service (Army). Other significant comments (those men-

tioned at least twice) were that parochialism led to a

service handling its own needs first, and incompatibility

of automated inventory management systems across services.

Finally, two people commented that there was too much

reliance on informal or undocumented agreements.

Of the sixteen Army respondents, nine cited

coordination or communication problems. Two were general

coordination difficulties. There were also. two comments

each on lack of documentation of informal agreements, com-

puter interface problems, and difficulty with getting SICA

requirements to the PICA service.

Funding was another area which received several

comments. Four Air Force respondents cited funding prob-

lems as a major area causing difficulties. The Army
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members also cited funding-related difficulties. Two com-

ments were that the funds transfer procedures made track-

ing spares from initial purchase requests to delivery

nearly impossible. Two others cited military interdepart-

mental purchase request (MIPR) procedures as causes of

funds transfer problems. Finally, one said that funding

in general was a major problem.

Standardization of procedures was the last area

receiving more than two comments. One Air Force member

cited individual service tailoring of DOD and other multi-

service regulations as a problem. Another mentioned that

he felt people were reluctant to use the multi-service

regulations because of .ack of familiarity with the

terminology. Four Army comments also related to the

standardization of procedures area. Two mentioned case-by-

case tailoring of regulations while two others felt that

DOD specifications (i.e., those in DODR 1552 and 1661)

were not suitable for all services.

This presentation of the results has of necessity

been presented in a general, summary format. However, many

of the problems mentioned generally here were explored more

deeply in other sections of the interview, and will be

presented in subsequent paragraphs. The purpose of

question l2was to identify the major, common problems in

multi-service acquisitions. The next question was asked
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in order to determine, again in a general way, how personnel

handled multi-service acquisition programs.

13. How did you resolve these problems?

This question was asked in order to determine how

personnel handled program problems. Again, there were

sixteen Army and twenty-eight Air Force people who responded.

Although most interviewees responded with ways they had

resolved problems in the past, some offered suggestions

for improvements. These responses will not be presented

here, but will be included in the presentation of data for

questions numbered 56 or 58.

The most prevalent responses to this question were

that problems have not been resolved, or that they have

only been "worked around." Seven Air Force and three Army

members stated that the problems they had encountered had

not been resolved. Eight Air Force and three Army identi-

fied manual workarounds as their way of resolving diffi-

culties. Of all respondents, seven said problems were

resolved by elevating them to higher levels. Both ser-

vices also relied heavily on phone calls, messages, and

letters when attempting to resolve or work around problems.

Although not specifically in response to the ques-

tion as worded, it was interesting to note that four

people, two from each service, felt that higher levels of

management did not appear to understand or appreciate multi-

service programs. Other comments included use SISMS more,
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use liaison officers at all major organizations, not just

SATCOMA, and formal meetings which were preceded by sending

a formal listing of problem areas to be discussed to all

participants.

As mentioned before, responses to question 14 were

generally just a continuation of question 12 and were

included there. Also, question 15 was deleted early in

the interview process and will not be reported.

16. In your opinion, do multi-service programs

cause more, or different, problems than single service

programs?

This question was asked in order to answer the

research question, similarly worded. Because all respon-

dents were experienced in both single and multi-service

programs, it was felt that the responses here would be

adequate for the research question (Table 3-9).

TABLE 3-9

DO MULTI-SERVICE PROGRAMS CAUSE MORE PROBLEMS
THAN SINGLE SERVICE?

Organization Yes No Other

Sacramento ALC 13 3

HQ AFLC 5 0

j AFALD 2 0 -

Army 13 1 2

TOTALS 33 4 2
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Comments: There is strong evidence that multi-

service programs are more difficult to manage than single

service programs. It is interesting to note that of the

three negative Air Force responses, two were made by people

not in acquisition, but in inventory management.

Section III--Coordination

Early analysis indicated that coordination and

communication between services could be a problem area in

multi-service acquisition. The questions in this section

were asked in order to determine what specific coordination

could be improved.

17. What kinds of agreements were reached

between services before system acquisition decisions were

begun?

The responses to this question were quite varied.

There were no significant differences between Army and Air

Force responses. Therefore, the responses will be pre-

sented in aggregate form. However, significant differences

did appear based on system studied, and the results will

be broken out by system. Table 3-10 presents the total

responses in aggregate format while Table 3-11 presents

the responses by system studied.

18. Is there a procedure for Air Force to evalu-

ate future Army programs for possible Air Force use, before

the Army has already begun its acquisition process? When
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TABLE 3-10

TYPES OF AGREEMENTS REACHED PRIOR TO SYSTEM ACQUISITION

Number of
Response Responses

Don't know 11

None, or very few 8

Some agreements, but too late in program 5

PMD/PADs 4

Configuration Control Board Agreements 3

Joint Operating Agreements (JOAs) 6

Higher Headquarters Directives 2

Other 4

TABLE 3-11

TYPES OF PRE-ACQUISITION AGREEMENTS, BY SYSTEM

Response

Early Program
Don't Ncne, or JOAs Early PMDs/ Direct Fram

System Know Too Few Too Late in Program PADs Higher HQs.

AN/TSC-94 3 8 2 - -

AN/TSC-100 1 9 2 - -

AN/MSC-40
and
AN/GSC-64 - - - 4 - -

AN/TIC-39 4 1 - 2 1 3

AN/MSC-78 1 - - 1 - 1

49

LI



does Air Force first have a chance to get in on equipment

or logistics decisions?

This question was asked in order to determine if

the Air Force is able to get involved soon enough in multi-

service program decisions.

Of twenty-six Air Force responses to this question,

eight were "don't know." Three of the fourteen Army respon-

dents did not know. Five Air Force and two Army personnel

felt there were no procedures for Air Force to evaluate

future Army programs. Three Air Force interviewees said

that agreements were made too late. Of those who answered

that there was a procedure, answers as to how the early

evaluation was accomplished were quite varied. Two Air

Force personnel said there were procedures but didn't know

how they worked. One mentioned that OMB Circular A-109

outlined procedures, but these were for major system

acquisition. Two said they thought the evaluation occurred

"somewhere at the staff level." One said review was the

responsibility of ESD, another that it was AFLC/AQ's

responsbility, and one felt the Air Force liaison office

at Ft. Monmouth would have this responsibility.

Army affirmative responses were also quite varied.

One cited the Air Force Ft. Monmouth liaison office,

while another mentioned he thought there were joint work-

ing groups who handled this responsibility. One person

mentioned the Joint Operating Agreements (JOA), while
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another said JOAs were supposed to be set up but had not

in fact been used.
One person from each service gave a different

example of programs which had entered production before

the Air Force became aware that it could fill an opera-

tional need.

The one area in which there appeared to be a clear

procedure which both services understood was that of stra-

tegic satellite terminals. These are managed by DCA, and

the AN/MSC-78 is one such system. Two Air Force and four

Army personnel cited a DCA document which contains all

research and development programs which may be reviewed

by all services. However, one did say he felt the using

commanders and logistics commands were not brought in on

this review as much as necessary.

Again, a contrast between the AN/TSC-94 and

AN/TSC-100 programs and the AN/GSC-64 and AN/MSC-40 pro-

grams surfaced. Three Army personnel mentioned that the

40/64 programs had early JOAs and other agreements while

the 94 and 100 did not.

19. Do you feel the executive service/using

service relationship is correct? Should a DOD level

"super-SPO" be established for all multi-service acquisi-

tions? If so, what responsibilities should the individual

services maintain?
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The purpose of this question was to acquire a

feeling for how multi-service acquisition personnel might

react to a single agency concept for managing joint pro-

grams, as well as the level of satisfaction with the cur-

rent system. Table 3-12 displays the results of this

question broken out by organization. Table 3-13 displays

the same results by system.

TABLE 3-12

RESPONSES TO QUESTION 19 BY ORGANIZATION

Is Current Rela- Should There Be a
tionship Correct? 11Super-SPO?

Don't Don't
organization Yes NO Knc Other Yes No Know Other

Sacramento ALC 4 5 2 1 5 4 2 2

HQ AFLC - 1 - 1 2 - -

Air Force ALD - 2 - - 3 - Z -

AF TOTAL 4 8 2 2 10 4 2 2

A8 2 1 1 5 4 1 1

TOM 12 10 3 3 15 8 3 3
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TABLE 3-13

RESPONSES TO QUESTION 19 BY SYSTEM

Is Current Rela- Should There Be a
ticnship Correct? "Super-SPO?"

Don't Don't
System Yes No Know Other Yes No Know Other

AN/TSC-94 3 4 1 - 2 1 1 -

AN/TSC-100 2 5 - - 3 2 1 -

AN/MSC-40 and
AN/GSC-64 2 1 1 - 1 1 - -

AN/TIC-39 4 5 1 - 3 2 1 -

AN/MSC-78 - 1 1 - - 1 - -

20. For multi-service programs, should the execu-

tive service be given all financial resources to accomplish

both initial and follow-on support?

Because the initial research had indicated prob-

lems with funds transfers, this question was included in

an attempt to find support for different or better fund-

ing procedures. The results are presented in Table 3-14.

Comments: The "other" category consisted primarily

of "don't know" or "qualified yes" responses. Of those

who responded "no," most mentioned either current statutes

preventing it, or concern that the executive service

might divert multi-service funds into other service pro-

grams.

53

,. .. 'S. *. a



TABLE 3-14

RESPONSES TO QUESTION 20 BY ORGANIZATION

Should the Executive Service be

Given All Financial Resources for:

Initial Support Follow-on Support

Organization Yes No Other Yes No Other

Sacramento ALC 8 - - 7 1 -

H AFLC 4 - 1 3 1 1

Air Force ALD - 1 - - 1 -

AFTOTALS 12 1 1 10 3 1

Army 11 - 2 10 1 2

TOTIL 23 1 3 20 4 3

21. Should the Air Force "buy into" the Army

logistics system or maintain its own initial spare parts

inventory?

This question was written to see if there might be

support for a supply arrangement similar to one used in

the international logistics arena. Under cooperative

logistics supply support agreements (CLSSAs), a foreign

customer can buy equity in the DOD logistics supply system.

However, it appeared that interviewees were responding

only to the second part of the question--whether Air Force

should maintain its own initial spare parts inventory.

Of twenty Air Force members responding to the

question, twelve said that the Army should maintain the
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inventory, but that because of difficulty keeping track

of spares ownership, Air Force was maintaining its own

spares inventory in order to protect its assets. Two

said AF should maintain our own spares inventory. Two

felt AF should buy into the Army supply system, while

three said the "buying in" idea would be impossible

because of PICA-SICA regulations.

Ten Army responses to this question were recorded.

Four people said there should be a single DOD logistics

system, three said the lead service should maintain all

spares, two pointed out the PICA-SICA regulation prevent-

ing a "buying into" situation, while one said Air Force

should buy into the Army logistics system.

22. After IOC, how are service modifications

handled to insure continued standardization of parts and

maintenance procedures?

During the initial research, there was occasional

mention of a possible problem in this area. This question

was intended to determine the magnitude of the problem.

However, the responses indicated that through the use of

configuration control boards chaired by the executive

service, configuration control and modifications were

handled quite efficiently. The only problem mentioned was

that Air Force using organizations are not always on Army

automatic distribution for publications. Sometimes a

change will be made, but the Air Force users are not
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receiving the technical manual changes. One specific

example was given by an Air Force member of a change made

by the Army which had a negative impact on the Air Force

version of the equipment. One other comment mentioned

that the Air Force using agencies are not always brought

into the configuration control process. Although these

were the only negative comments, they all came from higher

level supervisors.

23. What problems arise because of different

maintenance concepts between services? How are these

conflicts resolved?

During the course of the interviews, it became

apparent that this question needed to be broken down into

smaller parts. Respondents had difficulty answering the

multiple problems. The results presented here are in

general terms for the sake of brevity.

First of all, there was a near consensus that

having different numbers of level of repair between Air

Force and Army was a major problem area in multi-service

programs. The fact that these different levels resulted

in different source codes between services was the most

often cited problem, with eleven responses. A key problem

also cited was that currently it is not possible for an

Air Force item to be repaired at Army intermediate repair

facilities. Of those who commented, all felt the mainte-

nance repair levels differences were not adequately

56

4. ..**. 9.



resolved in early acquisition cycle phases. A few respon-

! dents felt the different maintenance concepts should not

.J be a problem. Several, i.owever, felt conflicts did exist

and had not been resolved.

Section IV--General Information

This section was used to explore further general

management approaches used in multi-service acquisition

programs. The primary areas of concern were with exchange

of information between services, program review procedures,

and measures of success.

24. What types of information do you require to

perform your role in multi-service acquisition programs?

This question was merely intended to introduce the

basic subject of section four. Responses varied widely

depending upon the respondent's position. Results were

not significant and are not reported.

25. Is the existing management information system

adequate to provide this information across services?

This question's purpose was to explore the ade-

quacy of both manual and automated management information

systems in the multi-service environment. Table 3-15

displays the responses to question 25.

Of the five "yes" responses, all were referring

to non-automated exchanges of information between services.

Many respondents had additional comments regarding the lack
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TABLE 3-15

IS CURRENT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM ADEQUATE?

Response

Organization Yes No Don't Know Other

Sacramento ALC 2 10 1

HQ AFLC - 5 - 1

Air Force ALD - 2 --

Army 3 11 1 1

of computer interface between services. Three people spe-

cifically mentioned that transmittal of messages was a

problem. Two people suggested that organizations involved

be provided access to the ARPA net and one suggested that

prime contractors also be placed on ARPA. ARPA is a

digital/analog communications system using CRT displays.

When used, it allows people to display written communica-

tion on a screen. Changes can be made interactively.

Once agreement is reached, the ARPA terminal then provides

written copy of the display, thus providing quickly and

efficiently formal documentation of the verbal agreements

reached to all involved parties. One interviewee cited

the DLA supply computer system and suggested a similar

system for multi-service supply organizations.

26. Was there sufficient communication with the

other services?
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This question was intended to determine how well the ser-

vices were able to communicate in multi-service acquisi-

tions. Table 3-16 displays the responses by organization

and Table 3-17 displays the same question broken out by

system.

Of those who answered "no" to this question, four

cited inability to get TDY funds for conference attendance

as a major problem. There were also four comments which

referenced "downward" communications as a problem. In

other words, these respondents felt there was good communi-

cation between services at higher organizational levels,

but that agreements reached were not transmitted to lower

organizational units within services.

27. Describe the way you coordinated with the

other services in your multi-service programs.

The purpose of this question was to learn how

people coordinated with the other services in multi-

service programs. Table 3-18 displays the results of this

question. In this case, only three organizational break-

outs were made. As on previous charts, Sacramento ALC and

Army responses are displayed. However, in the case both

Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division and HQ AFLC are

aggregated.

In addition to the responses presented in Table

3-18, other significant comments were recorded. Scarcity

of TDY funds was again mentioned. Also, some people
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TABLE 3-16

WAS COMMUNICATION SUFFICIENT?--BY ORGANIZATION

Response

Organization Yes No Qualified Yes

Sacramento ALC 5 7 1

HQ AFLC 1 5 -

Air Force ALD - - 1

AF TOTALS 6 12 2

Army 6 3 3

TOTALS 12 15 5

TABLE 3-17

WAS COMMUNICATION SUFFICIENT?--BY SYSTEM

Response

System Yes No Qualified Yes

AN/TSC-94 1 7 1

AN/TSC-100 5 1

AN/MSC-40
and
AN/GSC-64 4 - -

AN/TTC-39 5 3 2

AN/MSC-78 1 _1 2

TOTALS 11 16 6
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TABLE 3-18

METHODS OF COMMUNICATION BETWEEN SERVICES

Organization
Method of Sacramento HQ AFLC/
Communication ALC AFALD Army Total

Telephone 2 11 4 17

Letter 2 4 2 8

Message 2 3 1 6

Meeting 6 6 5 17

Formal Program
Reviews 2 2 1 5

Liaison Officer 1 1 - 1

Logistics Forum 1 - - 1
Formal Work Groups 1 1 - 2

Other I - - 1

mentioned the need to use more formal and fewer informal

communications. Finally, one acquisition manager at Sacra-

mento ALC mentioned that too often messages did not have

the office from which they were sent readily identifiable.

This caused problems with return messages or requests for

clarification.

28. Did you know who to contact in the other

services for coordination? How did you find the "right

person" to coordinate with?

The authors found great difficulty in locating

people who were involved with specific systems or
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functional areas in the conduct of this study. It was

felt, therefore, that finding correct points of contact

between services could be a problem. This question was

designed to determine the nature and magnitude of this

problem and how people resolved coordination problems.

Table 3-19 displays the results of the first part

of question 28. Note that HQ AFLC and Air Force ALD are

again listed together.

TABLE 3-19

DID YOU KNOW WHO TO CONTACT FOR COORDINATION?

Initially no,
Organization Yes No later yes Not always

Sacramento ALC 5 2 5 1

HQ AFLC/AFALD 5 1 - 2

Army 8 - 5 1

TOTALS 18 3 10 4

Table 3-20 shows how people found the correct

person to coordinate with. There were no significant

differences by organization. Therefore, the data pre-

sented are in aggregate format.

29. How could coordination between services be

improved?

This question was asked in order to pool all

ideas of the interviewees as well as to provide background
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TABLE 3-20

METHOD FOR FINDING PERSON TO COORDINATE WITH

Number of
Response Responses

Numerous phone calls 10

Prior experience or contacts 8

Periodic logistics reviews 4

Initial program meetings 3

Through Air Force Electronic Systems
Division DPML 2

Air Force Liaison Office at SATCOMA 2

DCA 2

Ft. Monmouth Customer Service 1

SATCOMA Logistics Forum 1

Other 3

for the researchers' own suggestions. Responses are

separated by service and presented in Table 3-21.

30. Are the LAR/LOGCAP formats adequate? If not,

what is lacking?

The LAR is the Air Force's logistics assessment

review. The LOGCAP is the same Army review. This question

was asked in order to determine the adequacy of these

review formats, as well as to determine if one or the

other might be more appropriate for multi-service logistics

review briefings. During the time of the research, two
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TABLE 3-21

WAYS TO IMPROVE COORDINATION

Service

Response Air Force Army Total

No improvement is needed 3 3 6

Get more people to early program

meetings 3 1 4

Establish Army liaison office
at Sacramento ALC 2 3 5

More standardization of operating
procedures between services 3 1 4

Periodic exchange of organiza-
tional charts and program
office personnel charts 3 1 4

Put contact point on all message
traffic 2 1 3

More timely exchange of information 1 1 2

More TDY funding 2 - 2

Other - 3 3

Don't know - - 3
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multi-service programs' logistics were briefed at the same

time. In one program, the Air Force was the executive

service, and the LAR format was used. The other program,

the AN/TSC-100, was an Army acquired program. For the

AN/TSC-100, LOGCAP was used to brief logistics. The pur-

pose was to determine which format might be more appropri-

ate. At the time this research was published, the formal

results of this "brief-off" had not been published. How-

ever, many of the interviewees had either attended or

received preliminary reports. Many of their responses are

included here. Table 3-22 displays the results from

question 30.

TABLE 3-22

ARE LAR/LOGCAP BRIEFING FORMATS ADEQUATE?

Service
Response Air Force Army Total

LAR is adequate 4 4 8

LAR not adequate 2 2 4

Not familiar with LAR 12 4 16

LOGCAP is adequate 3 8 11

LOGCAP not adequate 1 2 3

Not familiar with LOGCAP 13 1 14
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Three people who responded felt the LAR/LOGCAP

formats were adequate at the level given, but different

formats were needed for different organizational levels.

Included in both service responses that the formats were

adequate were six comments that they were adequate for each

service's own use, but not adequate for multi-service use.

Three others said that the briefings were adequate but too

often the briefings were not attended by both services.

Other comments on the briefing formats were that they

tended to present only "good news," and not the complete

logistics picture. Also, some felt the formats were too

inflexible, and as a result important problem areas could

not be presented.

31. Should the program manager or someone else

be responsible for briefing logistics items at LOGCAP/LAR

reviews?

During the preliminary research, there appeared

a philosophical difference about who should be responsible

for logistics items at program reviews. Some felt that

logistics personnel should brief logistics items because

of their functional expertise. Others felt the program

manager should because that would force him to pay greater

attention to logistics decisions during system acquisition.

This question was asked to determine exactly how much

support there might be for each position. Table 3-23

presents the findings.
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TABLE 3-23

PERSON WHO SHOULD BRIEF LOGISTICS ITEMS
AT PROGRAM REVIEWS

Response

Program Logistics Don't
Service Manager Personnel Know

Air Force 7 6 5

Army 7 2 2

TOTALS 14 8 7

32. What feedback do you receive on your program?

During the course of their studies at AFIT, the

researchers on many occasions heard briefings or were

involved in discussions that centered on problems inherent

in a system where one organization is responsible for

acquiring a system and others responsible for supporting

a system after IOC. One problem discussed was how to

inform people involved in acquisition of later supporta-

bility problems. Question 32 attempted to find out if

there were either formal or informal ways for this feed-

back to be provided. Table 3-24 displays the results.

Comments: Of thirty-one responses, twelve were that

little or no feedback was received after IOC. The inter-

viewees made no comment on long-term feedback. Apparently

there is no or very little feedback provided to acquisi-

tion personnel long after IOC.
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TABLE 3-24

FEEDBACK RECEIVED ON PROGRAMS

Sacramento HQ AFLC/
Response ALC AFALD Army

None, or very little 8 -

Only if major problems occur 4 2

Some feedback on informal
basis 3 -

DCA reporting procedures on
strategic terminals - 4

Some feedback since acquisi-
tion remains responsible
for program until well
after IOC 3

Army follow-on evaluation
team feedback 2

From SATCOMA liaison office 1

33. How do you measure success in your job?

This question relates directly to the preceding

question in that the authors suspected that acquisition

personnel might be more concerned with short-term measures

such as cost or schedule milestones and less concerned

with logistics supportability downstream. Table 3-25

displays the results of this question.

34. Is there a "life history" of an acquisition?

Where would this information be located? If not, should

there be? What should be included?

68



TABLE 3-25

MEASURES OF SUCCESS

Measure

Supportability
(ISSL Fill Rates,

Cost and Schedule MICAP, System
Organization IOC Milestcnes Availability, etc. Other

Sacramento AIC 1 4 9 1

HQ AFLC - 1 3 2

AFALD - - 2

AF TOTAS 1 5 14 3

Anff 6 7 4 2

TOTALS 7 12 18 5

The primary purpose of this question was to help

the authors find hard'data which could be used to measure

the success of a program. It had been the authors' attempt

during the preliminary research to gather data on differ-

ent systems which would be measures of the supportability

of the system. However, no such data was found. It was

hoped that question 34 would uncover some type of formal-

ized data collection system which could be used to compare

.4 different systems. However, none was found during the

entire interview process. Table 3-26 displays the

results from question 34.

Persons who responded "yes" were asked where such

information would be kept. Two said in the systems
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TABLE 3-26

IS THERE A LIFE HISTORY OF AN ACQUISITION?

Organization

Sacramento
Response ALC HQ AFTC AFALD Army Total

Yes - - - 4 4

No 3 2 - 5 10

I think so but don't
know where 2 - 1 3

Yes, but not centrally
located. Rather,
separate parts kept
by functional area
offices 2 2 - 5 9

Don't know 3 3 2 - 8

program office, three said by the program manager, two

said in the AFALD lessons learned file, and five said in

personal, individually kept "Pearl Harbor" files.

Many people commented on the lack of or limita-

tions of such a life history. The primary problem appeared

to be that to keep such a central history would require too

many manhours and be too expensive. Two people gave spe-

cific examples of problems caused after personnel changes,

due to the lack of a life history of the acquisition. One

person mentioned that the Army does not give much credence

to the AFALD lessons learned file because too little isI
entered there. Of those who responded, eight people said
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there should be a life history kept on acquisitions and two

said no. There were no meaningful responses to the ques-

tion, "What should be included?"

Section V--Funding

The initial research as well as the Mansfield case

study pointed out that transfer of funds between services

was a significant problem area. The questions in this sec-

tion were asked in order to first determine how funds are

actually transferred. Then, questions were asked to deter-

mine what specific problems exist in funding. Finally,

questions were directed toward seeking solutions to the

funding problems.

35. How is the funds transfer problem handled?

The wording of this question as initially presented

caused some difficulty for the interviewees. After one or

two interviews it became apparent that the correct question

was, "How are funds transferred in multi-service acquisi-

tions?" This is how the question was actually presented

in all except the early interviews, and results will be

in terms of how funds are transferred.

Many people were not familiar with funds trans-

fer procedures. Rather than present all responses, this

question's responses will be limited to those from respon-

dents familiar with funds transfer procedures.
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35. How are funds transferred between services--

For end systems?

For initial spares?

For follow-on spares?

Responses to this question were quite varied and

indicated much confusion on the part of the respondents as

to how funds are actually transferred in multi-service

acquisitions. Rather than attempting to present all of

the responses here, as in previous sections, the authors

felt it would be more useful to present information

gathered from sources felt to be most knowledgeable in

funding procedures. Therefore, a synopsis of the funds

transfer procedures is presented, rather than a complete

presentation of all responses.

Funds transfer procedures vary depending on the

type of multi-service program in question. Programs under

the direction of the Defense Communications Agency (DCA)

are especially different from others. DCA administers

strategic satellite communications terminal programs.

The AN/MSC-78, one of the programs studied in this research,

is one managed by DCA.

Initially DCA funding was provided by the services

based at a mutually agreed-upon percentage. Problems

deve'oped when budget cuts in one service reduced funding

below that necessary for the program. Today each service

has its own portion.
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The Army is responsible, as the lead service, for

acquiring ground satellite communications equipment. The

Air Force is the lead service for space-borne aspects of

the satellite communications equipment, and Navy is the

lead service for ship-borne components. Assets belong to

the JCS and can be reallocated by DCA with JCS approval.

Under this current arrangement the lead service funds for

equipment under its area of responsibility.

Under the DCA arrangement, initial spares are also

funded by the lead service. Excluded from initial spares

funded by the lead service are those spares which are unique

requirements to a particular service. An example of this

exclusion would be spares required by the Air Force to

fill its War Readiness Spares Kits (WRSK). For multi-

service systems not under DCA jurisdiction, the funds trans-

fer procedures are different. These systems would include

the tactical satellite communications terminals. Examples

in this study would be the AN/TSC-94 and 100, and the

AN/MSC-40 and AN/GSC-64.

End items are normally funded through each services'

Staff. In the case of the Air Force, items are funded by

the Air Staff through the product division and the program

office. Initial spares are pre-funded by the using service

through a military interdepartmental purchase request

(MIPR). Follow-on spares are normally handled by funded

requisitions. Occasionally, if an item is unavailable due
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to long lead time or extensive back orders, the lead ser-

vice will request a MIPR. A MIPR results in a transfer of

funds prior to the items being placed on order. The trans-

fer of funds for a funded requisition occurs when the

item is shipped.

Three Air Force and one Army respondent discussed

the problems caused by the lack of a computer system to

determine asset status and the need for a MIPR versus a

funded requisition. The Army does not normally prescreen

MIPRs. That is, Army does not look at the items on the

MIPR and determine whether or not that item is already on

hand. Therefore, if the Air Force sends a MIPR, the Army

will attempt to buy the item even if the asset is already

available. In fact, one respondent cited a case where the

Army went to a contractor and attempted to purchase equip-

ment which had been furnished by the government to that

contractor.

36. How are Army and Air Force requirements inte-

grated into one requisition objective? Does different fund-

ing level/concept result in one service paying more than

its fair share?

The first part of this question was aimed at deter-

mining how PICA requisition objectives are determined for

multi-service assets. The answer to this was to provide

insight to the second part of the question. The research-

ers were not able to determine the mechanics of requirements
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determination, but through the responses were able to

determine that service funding concepts and decisions

can have a dramatic impact on supportability.

One case cited was the Navy F-5 aircraft. The

Navy funded spares at 100 percent while the Air Force

funded its T-38 spares at 38 percent. This action resulted

in the Air Force using the parts, leaving the Navy short

despite its 100 percent funding.

One of the Tri-Tac subsystems was also cited as an

example. On this system the Navy was not funding spares

at all with the Air Force funding its portion at 100 per-

cent. As a result, the Air Force was considering the use

of a special Air Force holding account to protect its

assets.

37. How should the Air Force fund preoperational

spares and initial provisioning when follow-on support is

to be provided by the executive service?

The purpose of this question is to solicit possible

solutions to the funding mechanics problems discussed in

question numbers 35 and 36.

The majority of respondents who voiced an opinion

felt that the executive service should be provided all the

necessary funds to procure initial spares. Differences

of opinion occurred on the issue of Air Force WRSK items.

The Air Force sees these as initial spares; the Army

generally perceives them as service unique. The Air Force
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argument was that WRSK items are not held inviolate but are

used to support Army requirements when needed. There were

two respondents who felt that the present system was ade-

quate.

38. How does the Air Force handle prefunding of

Army items when it is the executive service?

Only three respondents replied other than don't

know. One Air Force interviewee stated that the Air Force

Computer Supply System at Sacramento allows the Army to

submit unfunded requisitions for its prefunded initial

spares. The Air Force system is able to recognize these

requisitions thereby preventing the Army from being double

charged. Another Air Force response was the comment that

when the lead service provides all money for initial

spares, the using service tends to overstate requirements

which result in an overbuy and unnecessary use of lead

service funds. The Army respondent stated that before the.1

*Air Force goes on contract it requires Army dollars which

it obtains on a MIPR.

39. What approach should be taken on the one item

*per MIPR problem?

During the preliminary research, it was discovered

that the Army had wanted Air Force to provide a separate

military interdepartmental purchase request (MIPR) for each

spare item purchased. The purpose of this question was to

determine why such a laborious procedure existed and how

76

NdI *'i*, .. *.*~



this problem should be resolved. As explained by Army and

Air Force officials familiar with Army MIPR procedures,

there is a reason why Army wanted only one item on each

MIPR. Apparently, if multiple items are placed on one

MIPR, it is impossible for the Army automated system to

keep track of those items ordered, that is, quantity

ordered, when due in from vendors, etc. Therefore, the

Army was forced to rework a MIPR with many line items into

a document, called a "King Pron," by which each item could

be tracked. If Army were able to get Air Force to send

a separate MIPR for each item, then the automated system

could keep track of the purchases. The time-consuming

manual workaround could be avoided. Air Force personnel

at Sacramento, however, were reluctant to provide separate

MIPRs for each item because of the work load involved.

The responses to question 39 seem to indicate a lack of

understanding by Air Force personnel of the Army problems.

Table 3-27 displays responses to question 39 by service.

40. Is specific item integrity of prefunded spares

maintained? Should it be? Or should the executive service

be given the requirement to pay for initial provisioning

and payment sent when the item is received?

This question was asked to determine if spares

which had been paid for by each service could be identi-

fied as belonging to that service. In the AN/TSC-94 case

study there was evidence that this integrity had not been
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TABLE 3-27

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE ABOUT ONE ITEM PER
MIPR PROBLEM?

Response Air Force Army

Not aware of problem 11

We don't use one item per MIPR
and have had no problems 4

Computer system incompatibility
problem should be resolved 2

Aware of and explained Army's
problem 2 9

Army doesn't prescreen MIPRs, hence
equipment already on hand may be
ordered 2

maintained. As a result, Air Force either was not able to

get spares when needed, or ended up paying twice for ini-

tial spares. The second part of the question was to deter-

mine if personnel felt item integrity of spares should be

maintained. The results of part one are shown in Table

3-28. Table 3-29 displays the results of part two.

Comments: Both services agreed that specific item

integrity was not maintained. There was considerable dis-

agreement between services as to whether it should be.

Air Force appeared to feel strongly that it should be,

while Army felt not.
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TABLE 3-28

IS ITEM INTEGRITY OF PREFUNDED SPARES MAINTAINED?

Response

Organization Yes No Other Don't Know

Sacramento ALC 2 8 1 2

HQ AFLC/AFALD 1 1 2 4

Army 1 4 1 2

TABLE 3-29

SHOULD ITEM INTEGRITY OF PREFUNDED SPARES BE MAINTAINED?

Response

Organization Yes No Other Don't Know

Sacramento ALC 6 1 1 1

HQ AFLC/AFALD 1 2 2 4

Army 2 5 - 2

The responses to the final part of the question,

"should the executive service be given the requirement to

pay for initial provisioning and payment sent when the

item is received?" are presented below.

The majority of those who responded to the final

part favored having the lead, or executive, service buy

the initial spares and then be reimbursed by funded requisi-

tion when the items were shipped. Respondents did suggest

some problems with, and perhaps some resistance to, this
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approach. Problems cited included the following:

1. Computer supply system incompatibility between

services would make tracking of spares and accounts diffi-

cult.

2. The using service might overstate their require-

ments because they are not prefunding for spares.

3. Cancelling out of a program by a using service

could leave the executive service with unneeded parts

inventory.

4. Late involvement inhibits timely forecasting

of requirements and needed funds.

41. Who physically holds the assets? Who should?

These questions were used to continue the investi-

gation into how inventories of spares are kept. The

second part of the question was asked to determine inter-

viewees' feelings on how inventory should be kept. Table

3-30 displays the results of question 41.

Comments: Of the fourteen Air Force personnel who

felt the executive service should store assets, four did

mention that there would first have to be a way to insure

that spares purchased by the using service could be identi-

fied if the executive service were to maintain the inven-

tory.

Of the six total responses saying the executive*1 service did hold the assets, four were involved in the

AN/MSC-40 or AN/GSC-64 programs.
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TABLE 3-30

OWNERSHIP OF ASSETSA
i o Holds Assets? Mho Should?

Executive Using Don' t Executive Using Don 't
Service Service Service Know Service Service Know

Air Force 4 10 4 14 2 3

I 2 2 2 3 1 2

TOTALS 6 12 6 17 3 5

42. What changes would you recommend in the fund-

ing structure?

As in previous sections, this question was asked

in order to allow those personnel involved in multi-

service acquisitions suggest improvement, in this case

for funding. Table 3-31 displays the results for question

42.

Of those who said that the executive service

should fund for all spares requirements, most meant that

the executive service would be reimbursed as spares

were ordered by means of funded requisitions. However,

two respondents, both from the Army, said the executive

service should simply pay for all spares and free issue

them as needed.
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TABLE 3-31

SUGGESTED FUNDING IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Responses by Service

Suggestion Air Force Am

Ebecutive service shculd fund
for all spares requirements 10 4

Using service should provide its
annual requirements to execu-
tive service sooner 1 2

Improve up front funding procedures 2

Allow more flexibility in funding* 1 2

Allow miLti-year funding for
multi-service programs 2

*By this, the respondents meant that money should be allo-
cated to an entire program, rather than budgeting for a fixednumber of end items in one year.

Section VI--Provisioning

The questions in this section were used to deter-

mine differences between Air Force and Army provisioning

4procedures, problems that might be caused by these differ-

ences, and ways to improve provisioning procedures on

multi-service programs. Question 43 was asked so that

the researchers could determine the respondents' level of

involvement in the provisioning process. Only those who

felt they had significant input to or knowledge of provision-

ing were questioned further.
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44. What problems exist in cataloging on multi-

service programs?

Only thirteen Air Force and five Army personnel

were familiar enough with cataloging procedures to respond

to question 44. Five Air Force and two Army interviewees

felt the Army cataloging process was too slow. Three Air

Force and two Army respondents mentioned that Army pre-

screens part numbers after the provisioning conference.

As a result, some codes change, and when the Air Force

tries to register as a user, registration does not occur

because the part has not been stock numbered. A related

problem mentioned was that the Army fails to provide feed-

back on post-provisioning conference actions to the Air

Force. Two Air Force and one Army member mentioned this

problem. Three Air Force inventory managers complained

the Army uses codes the Air Force did not recognize.

An acquisition manager at Sacramento commented on

the basic philosophy differences he felt might underlie

cataloging problems between Army and Air Force. He stated

that Army, as well as Navy, have supply systems that can

find parts based on part numbers. On the other hand, Air

Force relies very heavily on national stock numbers.

Because of this philosophical difference, Army seems less

concerned with cataloging than Air Force.

45. How does the Army forecast initial require-

ments to push assets out to the field?
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During the preliminary research, the authors were

informed (by Air Force personnel) that the Army used a

"push" philosophy to get spares to operational units

acquiring a new piece of equipment. That is, initial

spares were sent with the end equipment, rather than basing

spares on forecast or historical usage data. The authors

hoped, through question 45, to verify this procedure as

well as to determine how well Air Force logisticians under-

stood Army provisioning procedures.

Fifteen Air Force respondents did not know how

Army forecasts its requirements. Two said the Army did not

forecast very well, three said they used MOD-METRIC (a

computer package used to forecast spares requirements)

and two cited the "push package" concept described earlier.

Army responses to the same question showed marked

differences. Five respondents referred to computer models.

However, MOD-METRIC was not mentioned. Rather, three men-

tioned forecasts were prepared by Malcolm Stewart, Inc.,

a management consulting firm, one mentioned the SESAME

model, and one cited the Commodity Command Support System

(CCSS). All of these were computer forecasting models.

Of particular interest was the fact that four

high level managers were emphatic in pointing out that the

Army no longer uses the "push package" concept. Rather,

they explained that the developing agencies provide a list

of recommended spares to the using agency. The using
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I.

agency then buys the spares through funded requisitions,

then orders the end items when it feels adequate spares

are available to support the system. One person mentioned

this procedure has occasionally caused problems. For

example, a using agency may want a system before it has

acquired the recommended spares. It gets the system but

then is unable to support it because spares are not avail-

able. Incidentally, two did say that they felt the "push

package" concept was superior to the new approach.

46. What differences are there between Air Force

and Army provisioning procedures?

This question sought to determine philosophical

or procedural differences between the services' provision-

ing procedures which could lead to problems in provisioning.

Eight respondents, six from Air Force and two Army,

said the Army provisioning cycle was much slower. Four

Air Force and two Army personnel cited the fact that Army

4i provisions before production contract award, usually in

the full-scale development phase of the acquisition cycle.

Seven Air Force personnel mentioned that the Army

does not prescreen parts against the Defense Logistics

Supply Center (DLSC) as Air Force does. Four also

cited the fact that Air Force catalogs at the provisioning

conference while Army does not. No Army interviewees men-

tioned these last two differences.
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Four said that Army uses Logistics Support Analysis

(LSA) while Air Force does not. Two of these responses

came from each service. Finally, of our respondents, three

from the Army, felt that Air Force computations resulted

in higher numbers of spares than Army computations.

47. Do these differences cause provisioning and

follow-on support problems for multi-service programs?

The purpose of this question was to determine if

different provisioning procedures between services were

felt to cause problems. Table 3.32 displays the results

of question 47 by organization.

TABLE 3-32

DO PROVISIONING PROCEDURAL DIFFERENCES CAUSE PROBLEMS?

Response

Yes, but can be
Organization Yes No M~naged Don' t Know Other

Sacramento ALC 6 1 1 4

HQ AFLC/AFALD 7 1

AF TOTALS 13 2 1 4

Any 4 1 1 5 1

TO ALS 17 3 2 9 2

Comments: Of those who responded, there is strong

evidence that provisioning procedural differences between

services do cause follow-on support or provisioning
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problems. There is no apparent difference in this percep-

tion between services or among organizations.

48. How should these problems be resolved?

This question allowed those with knowledge of pro-

visioning procedures and problems to offer suggestions for

improvement.

Only a limited number of interviewees had sugges-

tions for improvement. Six respondents, five from the

Air Force, said that standardized DOD provisioning policies

needed to be established and service tailoring of these

procedures prohibited. Three people, two from Air Force,

said Air Force should provision during advanced development

rather than waiting until after production contract award.

Section VII--Training

The questions in this section were asked in order

to determine the amount and adequacy of training received

by acquisition personnel. Also, respondents were given the

opportunity to comment on the amount and type of training,

if needed, for personnel assigned to multi-service

acquisition programs. Questions 49 and 51 are presented

first. Questions 50, 52, and 53 are then presented together

in order to display together graphically the results of

these related questions.

49. What formal training have you had for your

role in the acquisition process?
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This question was asked to determine the types of

training acquisition personnel had received. Note that

on-the-job training (OJT) may be interpreted two ways.

OJT can be formal training conducted by supervisors and

formally documented in training records. However, this

formal process is normally for enlisted personnel. OJT

is also often used to mean learning by experience. It is

the authors' opinion, based on follow-up questioning, that

in this case a response to "OJT" usually meant learning by

experience.

Table 3-33 presents the findings from question 49.

Professional continuing education (PCE) is specifically

developed job related education and training courses.

Air Force respondents indicated specific PCE course numbers,

and these are included in the presentation.

TABLE 3-33

TYPES OF TRAINING RECEIVED

Log Log Log
r izatin 224 225 260 Other OJT College None

Sacramento AC 1 1 2 4 5 2 3

HO AFLC 1 0 1 2 2 1 2

Air Force Acquisiticn
Logistics Divisicn 2 3 1 1 1 0 0

Amy PCE-15 7 2 1
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Comments: Of twenty-six Air Force respondents,

nineteen had received some formal training. These courses

were primarily Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT)

courses dealing with material management, provisioning,

etc. Of sixteen Army personnel interviewed, fifteen had

received formal training. These included logistics manage-

ment courses conducted at Ft. Lee, Virginia. Two had

attended the Defense System Management Course (DSMC) at

Ft. Belvoir, Virginia, and said it was an excellent course,

especially for higher level supervisors. Included in the

Army responses for PCE were two Air Force civilians working

as liaison officers with the Army at Ft. Monmouth, New

Jersey. The next question discussed, number 51, asked

respondents to describe their training for multi-service

acquisition programs.

51. Describe the training, if any, you have had

to prepare you for the multi-service acquisition arena.

Table 3-34 displays the results to question 51.

Comments: There appears to be some indication that

Army personnel interviewed felt they had received somewhat

more training for multi-service acquisition programs than

Air Force personnel. The only training mentioned by

Air Force personnel was OJT. Army personnel who said they

had training mentioned three training courses in addition

to OJT. Three interviewees had attended the Defense Sys-

tems Management College at Ft. Belvoir. Two felt this
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TABLE 3-34

AMOUNT OF MULTI-SERVICE TRAINING

Organization No Training Some Training

Sacramento ALC 13 0

HQ AFLC 5 3

AFALD 3 1

AF TOTAL 21 4

Army 11 8

TOTALS 32 12

course was excellent, while one said that although multi-

service acquisitions were discussed, they weren't covered

adequately. Two respondents cited the project manager's

development course taught at the Army Logistics Management

Center (ALMAC). One respondent, from the Defense Communica-

tions Agency (DCA), cited the Air Force's Comm-electronics

Staff Officer's Course conducted at Keesler AFB, Mississippi.

Although an Air Force course, it was attended by members

of all services. The interviewee said that the course had

a multi-service format and helped prepare him quite well

for many aspects of his job in multi-service acquisition.

In an effort to see if personnel involved with

specific programs had different amounts of training,

questions 50 and 51 were cross-tabulated by the systems

studied. Table 3-35 compares training by system studied.
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TABLE 3-35

AMOUNT OF TRAINING BY SYSTEM

Had
Mlti-service Training Training

System No Training Training Not Adequate Adequate

AN/TSC-94 11 1 1 0

AN/TSC-100 7 1 1 0

AN/MSC-40
and
AN/GSC-64 3 1 1 0

AN/TTC-39 9 4 3 1

AN/MSC-78 1 1 1 0

TO ALS 31 8 7 1

Comments: Most personnel had no multi-service

training. Of those who had training, all but one felt the

training was not adequate. The one individual who did

respond that the training was adequate did say that his

training was augmented by experience in multi-service

, acquisitions. Although statistical proof is not possible,

there is evidence that either Tri-Tac or AN/TTC-39 per-

sonnel have had somewhat more multi-service training than

those working other systems studied.

50. Do your feel your training adequately pre-

pared you to handle single service programs?

This question was intended to determine whether

the formal training provided was adequate to prepare
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personnel for single service acquisition programs. The

responses to this question were then compared to the respon-

ses to question 52, "Do you feel your training prepared you

to handle multi-service programs?" Respondents were then

asked whether there should be a formal training program

for multi-service acquisition personnel. Table 3-36

presents the results of interview questions 50, 52, and 53.

Please note that for questions 50 and 52, a response of

"NA" meant that the response to questions 49 and 51 were

"no formal training had been received." A "NA" response

to 53 generally meant "don't know."

The three questions are repeated here for con-

venience.

50. Do you feel your training adequately pre-

pared you for single service acquisition programs?

52. Do you feel your training, by itself, pre-

pared you to handle multi-service acquisition programs?

53. Do you feel there should be a formal training

program specifically for personnel assigned to multi-

service acquisition programs?

Comments: A majority (77 percent) of all respon-

dents felt that their training for single service acquisi-

tion programs had been adequate. Eighty-six percent either

had no training or felt their training had been inadequate

for multi-service acquisition programs. Eighty-five percent

of all respondents felt there should be a training program
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TABLE 3-36

ADEQUACY OF TRAINING

(50, 52) Was your training adequate?
(53) Is more training necessary for multi-service programs?

No
Organization Question # Yes No Training Other

Sacranento ALC (50) Single Service 8 1 3 1
(52) Multi-Service 0 4 8 1
(53) More Training 12 0 - 1

HQ AFLC (50) Single Service 3 2 2 1
(52) Mlti-Service 2 5 1 0
(53) More Training 4 3 - 1

AFALD (50) Single Service 2 2 0 0
(52) Ulti-Service 0 3 1 0
(53) More Training 4 0 - 0

Army (50) Single Service 11 2 3 3
(52) Multi-Service 4 5 9 1
(53) More Training 15 0 - 4

for multi-service acquisition personnel, while 15 percent

had no opinion. There was none who felt there should not

be a formal training program.

Questions 54 and 55 were asked so that the authors

could gain additional insight and ideas for multi-service

training. Cross-tabulation here would not be significant.

jTherefore, responses are presented only in the aggregate.
54. How much training should be given? What

things would you include in the training?

Of those who commented on length of training,

eight felt it should be between one and three weeks. Two
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said a four to six week course would be needed. Three

people mentioned that a course should be shorter for those

already experienced in single service acquisition.

Several specific areas of study were suggested.

Twenty people felt that differences between the way ser-

vices do things should be taught to those involved in

multi-service programs. More specifically, ten said that

differences in provisioning procedures needed to be covered

in some detail. There were three comments each saying that

the SISMS Manual should be taught; lessons learned from

previous multi-service programs should be discussed; other

guidance, regulations, and documents on multi-service

acquisitions should bt presented; and the acquisition cycle

itself should be taught.

In addition, four comments were made that only

prior single service program people should work multi-

service programs. Three people felt that rather than teach

service peculiarities, it would be better to standardize

all regulations, procedures, etc.

55. In what format should the training be pre-

sented? Table 3-37 displays the responses to question 55.

Section VIII--Summary

Section eight allowed the interviewees a chance to

summarize their thoughts and provide suggestions for

improving the multi-service acquisition process.
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TABLE 3-37

TRAINING FORMAT

Format Arny Air Force Total

TDY School 8 9 17

Correspondence Course 0 4 4

On-base Courses 0 3 3

TDY Team at Bases 1 4 5

OJT 3 10 13

Defense System Management College 1 1 2

TOTALS 13 32 44

Question 56 was used as a "catch-all" to allow respondents

to make comments beyond those not covered in the previous

seven sections. Question 57's purpose was to get a general

feel about multi-service acquisitions of those involved.

Question 58 was to identify the most important areas of

improvement, and 59 was used to help stimulate ideas for

future research.

56. What would you recommend for improving logis-

tics support for multi-service acquisition programs?

Most people had already covered suggestions for

* improvements in the preceding seven sections. There were

some additional comments. Several said it was necessary

to insure all people attend conferences, even if more TDY

.t 1
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money were needed. Also, there should be more standardiza-

tion of procedures, and individual services should not be

allowed to tailor directives for their own purposes. The

need for common, compatible computer facilities was

expressed, as well as the need to eliminate service paro-

chialism in joint programs. Finally, one Army logistician

expressed the desire to have the Air Force DPML type

organization in the Army.

57. Do you feel that there are enough potential

advantages of multi-service acquisitions to warrant their

continued use?

The results to question 57 are displayed in Table

3-38. The organizational and system breakouts were used

in order to see if there were any differences in attitude

by organization or system.

58. What is the single most important area for

improvement?

Table 3-39 displays question 58 responses.

4 59. What do you feel are the key areas for future

research in multi-service acquisitions?

The most often mentioned area for research was

into computer-related problems. Six people suggested a

study to determine if Army and Air Force computer systems

could be made compatible. The second most often mentioned

area was in provisioning, with four respondents wishing to

see some type of research dealing specifically with
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TABLE 3-38

SHOULD MULTI-SERVICE ACQUISITION BE CONTINUED?

BY ORGANIZATION

Yes, If Done
Organization Yes No Better Not Sure

Sacramento AX 7 1 3 1

HQ AFIC 4 1 - 1

Air Force Acquisitin
Logistics Division 2 -

Amy 14 - - 1

BY SYSTEM
Yes, If Done

Organization Yes No Better Not Sure

AN/TSC-94 8 - - 1

AN/TSC-100 8 --

AN/MSC-40
and
AN/GSC-64 4 -

AN/T1C-39 10 1 - 1

AN/MC-78 2 - 1
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TABLE 3-39

SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT AREA FOR IMPPOVEMENT--
BY ORGANIZATION

HQ AC
Sacramento and

Response ALC AFALD Arpy Total

Provisioning 4 1 4 9

Standardize directives 2 4 2 8

Earlier involvemnt by using
service 1 2 1 4

Better coordination - - 3 3

Standardize MX concepts 1 1 1 3

PICA service fund and budget
for all life cycle costs 2 - 2 4

Registraticn problem 1 1 1 3

Improve attitute/eucation
about nsiti-serviue program,
especially at higher levels 1 1 2 4

Other 2 1 1 4

,! provisioning. Two interviewees mentioned the need for a

cost study to determine if multi-service acquisitions are

really less costly than having each service acquire its

~own systems. Finally, there was one request each for a

feasibility study on the "super-SPO" concept and a study

to see if systems acquired through multi-service efforts

.1! are really interoperable once fielded.

98



Summary

This chapter has presented the results of the

forty-four telephone interviews. Extensive use was made

of cross-tabulated responses, where appropriate. No

attempt to interpret the responses was made here. In

Chapter IV, the dat,. will be interpreted, and the first

six research questions answered.
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CHAPTER IV

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

Introduction

Chapter III presented the results of the forty-four

interviews with multi-service acquisition personnel. No

attempt was made in Chapter III to analyze or interpret

the findings. Rather, the data were presented in a format

which would enable the reader to formulate his or her own

opinions of the results, as well as provide an easy refer-

ence to data supporting the interpretations presented here

in Chapter IV and the recommendations to follow in Chapter V.

This chapter presents the authors' interpretation

of those results presented in Chapter III. The chapter is

presented in two sections. The first section presents an

interpretation of the results of each of the eight major

sections of the interview. Then, the second section answers

research questions 1 through 6. Research question 7 will

be answered in Chapter V, Conclusions and Recommenations.

Interpretation of the Results

Demographics

Surprisingly perhaps, the overall multi-service

acquisition experience level was quite high. The authors

had expected it to be much lower. Table 3-1 did show that,
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on the average, personnel had about half the experience in

multi-service acquisitions as single service.

The Army's experience level appears to be much

higher than the Air Force's. In all three areas of

experience--acquisition, comm-electronics, and multi-

service, the Army had about twice the experience level of

the Air Force (see Tables 3-2 and 3-3).

As expected, civilian personnel were much more

experienced than the military, and there is some evidence

that Army military were generally more experienced than

Air Force military. No clear explanation for these differ-

ences in experience levels is readily apparent.

There does not appear to be any significant differ-

ence in levels of experience by system studied (see Table

3-4). There could be more experience on the AN/MSC-40

and AN/GSC-64 programs, but due to non-random sampling

and the small sample size, no conclusion can be made.

One significant finding regarding experience was

noted. At Sacramento Air Logistics Center (ALC) two persons

who had recently been assigned key supervisory roles, had

no prior experience in multi-service acquisitions. How-

ever, it is noteworthy that both were very much aware of

multi-service acquisition problems and seemed quite anxious

to begin their new roles. In addition to good levels of

experience in terms of years, most personnel also appeared
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to have very wide backgrounds working on different types

of systems.

In terms of manning, most organizations felt they

were somewhat undermanned in terms of total personnel

assigned (see Table 3-6).

The civilian military mix of personnel appears to

be satisfactory, as does grade structure of personnel

assigned. Training appeirs to be the major area of weak-

ness, and this training deficiency is perceived to be most

serious at the Sacramer') ALC. Experience is also an appar-

ent problem at the ;acramento ALC and Air Force Acquisi-

tion Logistics Divisicm., but less of a problem with the

Army. It is the authors' opinion, however, that the

apparent satisfaction with training by the Army stems more

from higher experience levels than actual training. This

issue will be explored further in the interpretation of

the questionnaire's training section.

Guidance

The wide range of documents cited as being used as

formal guidance (see Tables 3-7 and 3-8) indicate that there

is probably a need for some type of improvement in this

area. Of course, part of the reason for such a wide range

of documents is that different functional areas use differ-

ent documents for guidance. However, there still appears

to be deficiencies in this area.
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Several people felt Standard Integrated Support

Management System (SISMS) would be adequate if used, yet

many people felt it was too vague and general to be of much

use.

Another apparent problem which needs to be addressed

is the practice of tailoring DOD regulations to individual

service needs. This was the second most cited problem and

was perceived as a problem by both services. Further

research would be needed to determine how severe the impact

of tailoring of DOD regulations would be, but it would

certainly appear that tailoring should not be allowed.

The responses to question 12 indicate a clear need

for improvements in the provisioning procedures for multi-

service programs. There are philosophical and procedural

differences between the ways Army and Air Force handle the

provisioning conference, and these differences need to be

reconciled. Specific recommendations regarding provisioning

will be made in Chapter V. Incidentally, the differences

in provisioning appear to affect Air Force more than the

Army. This is probably because Army, as the lead service,

chairs the provisioning conference and uses its own pro-

cedures.

Related to provisioning problems are problems in

agreeing on maintenance concepts, repair levels, and

source, maintenance, and recoverability (SMR) coding.

No clear methods of resolving these difficulties were
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presented, and this is clearly another area in which improve-

ment or further research is warranted. Other problem areas

which were most often cited were in communications, funding,

and standardization procedures. These will be discussed

in later sections of this chapter.

Also, the major problems cited do not appear to

be being resolved. Most people responding to question 13

felt that problems had either not been resolved or had only

been worked around. Also, multi-service programs are per-

ceived as causing more and different problems than single

service (see Table 3-9). Therefore, specific multi-service

procedures and philosophies must be developed.

Coordination

The data indicates a need for more coordination

early in multi-service acquisition programs. Agreements,

when reached, often occur later in the acquisition cycle

than would be desirable (see Table 3-10).

There also appears to be significant differences

in early coordination between the different systems studied.

The AN/TSC-94 and AN/TSC-100 programs apparently had fewer

early agreements than did the other programs studied. The

importance of these agreements will be discussed in more

detail in the second section of this chapter when the

research questions are answered.

The responses to question 18 indicate that,

although there may be ways for Air Force to evaluate Army
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programs for possible Air Force use, these procedures are

not clear enough or well enough understood to be of sig-

nificant use. This is another area which will be addressed

as "recommendations" in Chapter V. However, there does

appear to be good early review of new systems managed by

Defense Communications Agency (DCA). Even in this case,

there is evidence that logistic considerations are not made

early enough.

One of the areas that seems to be handled quite

well is equipment modification after a system becomes

operational. The use of configuration control boards and

clear procedures for modifying equipment make this area

one where improvement is probably not needed.

General Information

A major area where improvement is needed is in man-

agement information systems. There was much dissatisfac-

tion with the ability of the services' automated informa-

tion systems to communicate with each other (see Table 3-15).

The problems of computer interface showed up in this sec-

tionas well as the provisioning and funding sections.

Further research and improvement of interservice computer

systems is certainly warranted.

Air Force personnel also expressed dissatisfaction

with communications between people involved on multi-

service acquisition programs (see Table 3-16). Even more
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significant was the fact that personnel who worked the

AN/TSC-94 and 100 programs felt communications between

services was poor, while those working other systems

(AN/MSC-40, AN/GSC-64, AN/TTC-39) felt communications were

good between services (see Table 3-17). This trend will

be discussed further in the second section when the

research questions are answered.

Also apparent from the responses to question 26

is the need for higher management to insure that agree-

ments or decisions reached between services are trans-

mitted down to lower organizations within the services.

Because the data (see Table 3-18) indicate a very

high importance of meetings between people on multi-

service programs, proper TDY funding is critical. In fact,

the scarcity of TDY funds was cited as a barrier to effec-

tive program coordination several times.

The responses to question 28 (see Table 3-19)

again point out the need for early coordination. Points

4 iof contact must be established early.

Several relatively simple ways to improve coordina-

tion were suggested (see Table 3-21). These include the

need to get people to early meetings, the need for an Army

liaison office at Sacramento, standardized operating pro-

cedures, periodic exchange of organizational charts, and

the importance of putting point of contact on all messages

or letters between organizations.
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The responses to question 31 split support for

making the program manager or logistics personnel respon-

sible for briefing logistics at program reviews (see

Table 3-23). Having the program manager responsible would

perhaps force him to consider logistics more fully, while

having logistics personnel brief brings an additional func-

tional expertise. It is the authors' opinion that it

matters not who briefs as long as logistics are adequately

considered by the program manager.

There appears to be inadequate feedback on multi-

service programs within Air Force organizations (see Table

3-24). This should certainly be considered as a possible

area for improvement. The Army appears to have more feed-

back provided to its personnel.

It was gratifying to note that a majority of Air

Force personnel measured success by supportability param-

eters rather than cost and schedule milestones (see Table

3-25). However, Army personnel tended more toward cost

and milestones as success measures. This is as expected,

however, as the people involved in acquisition of the sys-

tems were Army, whereas Air Force personnel were almost all

from Air Force Logistics Command. The important point to

be made, however, is that all personnel involved in acquisi-

tion of new systems should maintain a concern for support-

ability as a measure of success.
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Funding

Fu n One of the apparent problems in funding is that

there appears to be a lack of standard procedures for

transferring funds. Three basic approaches are used.

Items and/or initial spares may be prefunded. The advan-

tage of prefunding is that the lead service has working

capital, which would be especially important during the

acquisition cycle. However, there have been cases where

this prefunding has resulted in the using service paying

twice for initial spares. The second method used for

transfer of funds is the military interdepartmental pur-

chase request (MIPR). The MIPR results in a transfer of

funds prior to an item being placed on order. Problems do

occur with the MIPR. Apparently, if Air Force includes

several items on a MIPR sent to the Army, Army must

manually convert the items to a format which can be t7°a*ked

during purchase. This is apparently a computer problem.

In fact, Mr. Robinson, the Air Force liaison officer at

SATCOMA, stated that Army computer specialists were work-

ing on this difficulty (9). In the meantime, Air Force

personnel need to work closely with the Army to help

alleviate problems. Air Force should especially be certain

to prescreen items placed on a MIPR to insure they are not

requesting equipment already available or government-

furnished equipment.
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The third type of funds transfer is the funded

requisition. Items are ordered and then paid for when

shipped. There were no problems cited with this procedure.

The only possible shortcoming here is that the executive

service must pay inventory carrying costs. Also, working

capital is not available under this method.

The other major area of concern in funding is who

owns or should maintain inventory. Obviously, inventory

savings would be possible if the lead service maintained

depot level spares. However, the current system has no

way to insure that using service assets are protected. As

a result, Sacramento ALC now maintains a special segre-

gated inventory of its own spares. This is an area that

needs to be improved if savings from duplication of inven-

tory are to be realized.

Finally, there appears to be a great deal of sup-

port for a procedure by which the executive service funds

for all spares requirements (see Table 3-31). This approach

would require that the executive service be adequately

funded to handle acquisition, inventory, and distribution

costs. However, this approach would certainly simplify

funds transfers and alleviate double payment and other

problems.
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Provisioning

The major differences between Air Force and Army

provisioning procedures lie basically in the rate of

actions and items covered during the provisioning confer-

ence. Air Force apparently tries to accomplish more at

the provisioning conference than does the Army. Air Force

also is more concerned with cataloging than is Army. This

appears to be due to philosophical and procedural differ-

ences regarding stock numbering. Air Force relies much

more heavily on national stock numbers (NSN) that Army or

Navy to locate spares.

Other significant areas were also discovered.

Air Force has not yet fully incorporated Logistics Support

Analysis (LSA). This is probably due to the fact that

Air Force will not begin provisioning until after produc-

tion contract award, while the Army will begin provision-

ing earlier.

An overwhelming majority of personnel interviewed

felt that provisioning procedural differences caused sup-

port problems on multi-service programs (see Table 3-32).

These differences must be resolved, and specific recommenda-

tions are included in Chapter V.

Training

Training for multi-service acquisition positions

is a major problem area. The problem appears to be more
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serious for the Air Force than Army (see Tables 3-6 and

3-34). One of the primary reasons for this perceived

higher level of Army training appears to be the Defense

Systems Management College (DSMC) at Fort Belvoir. Also,

the Army's project manager's development course at the Army

Logistics Management Center (ALMAC) is apparently satisfy-

ing Army's need for multi-service acquisition training.

Nonetheless, across-the-board training for multi-service

acquisition personnel should be increased. Again, spe-

cific recommendations will be presented in Chapter V.

Interview Summary

People involved in multi-service acquisitions feel

very strongly that the advantages of multi-service pro-

grams outweigh the disadvantages (see Table 3-38). The

primary areas for improvement appear to be in provisioning,

standardization of directives, and funding (see Table 3-38).

Desired areas for future research include studies aimed at

making the individual services' computer systems more com-

patible. Research is also needed into provisioning pro-

cedural improvements.

The preceding section of Chapter IV has summarized

and interpreted the results of the research study by func-

tional areas. The following section briefly answers the

first six research questions. Chapter V will then pre-

sent specific recommenations based on the analysis in
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Chapters III and IV. Note that the numbers in parentheses

after the research question are the interview question

numbers related to that research question. They are pre-
sented for ease of cross-reference to Chapter III results.

Research Questions Answered

Research Question 1

What is the current system for Army to acquire

communications systems for multi-service use? (17, 18,

22, 23, 27, 28, 35, 36, 41, 45, 46)

Currently, the system used for multi-service

acquisition programs consists of general guidelines with

many workaround procedures. These workarounds result from

differences between services in funding, provisioning, and

other areas researched and presented in Section III. The

data indicate the need for more standardization of pro-

cedures, especially in provisioning, and increased train-

ing for multi-service acquisition personnel.

Strategic satellite communications terminals fall

under the responsibility of the Defense Communications

Agency (DCA). This agency is responsible for overall

administration of multi-service programs in the strategic

terminals arena.

Tactical satellite terminal programs, however, are

less centrally controlled. In this case, the Army, as the

lead service, is responsible for program management.
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Coordination between services appears to be more difficult,

because there is no central controlling agency. There is

an Air Force liaison at the U.S. Army Satellite Communica-

tion Agency (SATCOMA) responsible for interservice coordina-

tion.

The third class of programs studied are under the

overall supervision of Tri-Tac, a multi-service agency

located at Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey. Tri-Tac appears to

have less control over its programs than DCA; however,

there is more centralized decision making than in the tac-

tical satellite terminals programs.

Research Question 2

Are there deficiencies in the guidance provided

by current directives for multiservice acquisition pro-

grams? If so, can they be identified? (Section II and

Section VII)

The data presented in Chapter III indicate three

deficiencies in guidance. First, the guidance in the SISMS

is too general to be of complete use for multi-service

acquisition personnel. Second, the detailed guidance is

not readily or easily accessible. Many interviewees com-

mented on how much digging and searching they had to do to

find applicable directions. In fact, one organization at

Sacramento Air Logistics Center replaced all the DOD, Air

Force, and Army directives with local operating instructions.
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Finally, services appear to be taoloring DOD regulations,

thus adding to the problem of lack of standard multi-

service guidance.

Research Question 3

Were the problems in the AN/TSC-99 unique to that

program, or were those problems typical of multi-service

acquisition programs? (11, 12, 15, 16, 26, 30, 39, 40,

44, 47)

There was no indication that any of the programs

studied did not suffer from the same types of problems

described in Chapter I on the AN/TSC-94. There were no

organizations or persons interviewed, or systems studied

which did not report problems. However, there seems to

have been more difficulties on the AN/TSC-94 and 100 pro-

grams. The authors believe this may be at least partly

due to the eloquence and experience of the acquisition

manager at Sacramento on these programs. He had done much

detailed research into problems on the 94 and 100 and was

able to point out perhaps more problems than personnel

involved on the other programs. However, there were some

differences in the 94 and 100 programs which will be

explained more fully when research questions 5 and 6 are

answered.
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Research Question 4

What are the major problems encountered in the

acquisition of ground communications equipment when the

Army is the lead service and the Air Force the user? Are

these problems different from, or more severe than

those encountered in single service programs? (9, 11,

12, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 35, 39, 40, 44, 47, 50,

52, 56, 58)

The major problem area was provisioning, followed

by training, funding, and lack of standardized procedures

and guidance, and communications and coordination between

services. (See Tables 3-6, 3-7, 3-17, and 3-38). Multi-

service acquisition programs are perceived to cause more

problems than single service programs (see Table 3-9).

Research Question 5

Can acquisition programs be identified which seem

to be more effective than the AN/TSC-94 program? (9, 11,

12, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30, 35, 39, 40, 44, 47, 50,

52, 56, 58)

No hard data was found which could be used to com-

pare relative effectiveness of the six programs studied.

The general impressions given by interviewees who had

worked on the AN/TSC-94 and 100 programs and other pro-

grams was that the 94 and 100 had been the most difficult

programs of those studied in the research. Perhaps the
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best comparison wuld be the AN/MSC-40 and AN/GSC-64 pro-

grams as opposed to the AN/TSC-94 and 100 programs. In

these cases, the acquisition managers at Sacramento for

these programs, both working in the same office, agreed

that the 40 and 64 programs had seemed to progress more

effectively than did the 94 and 100 (1; 2). Therefore,

the authors concluded that, for the sake of research ques-

tion 6, that the 40 and 64 had run more smoothly.

Research Question 6

What differences were there, if any, in programs

more successful than the AN/TSC-94? (13, 17, 18, 22, 23,

24, 26, 27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38, 40, 41, 43, 45, 49,

51)

Several key differences were discovered which

could explain why the AN/TSC-94 program could have been

less successful. First of all, and although not covered

specifically by interview questions, the authors discovered

that the AN/TSC-94 is not really a multi-service program.

That is, the 94 was acquired by the Army for Air Force use.

This raises the obvious question of appropriate lead

service management attention to a system being acquired

solely for another service.

The AN/MSC-40 and AN/GSC-64 are truly multi-

service systems. Both Army and Air Force will be using

the systems.
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A second key difference between these programs could

be the experience level of personnel assigned. Table 3-4

shows that the 40 and 64 programs' personnel experience

levels are higher than for the 94. However, as pointed

out in Chapter III, due to non-random sampling and small

sample sizes, this conclusion cannot be reached based on

statistical procedures.

More significant than experience levels was the

fact that early agreements and joint operating procedures

were used on the 40 and 64 programs while not used on the

94 (see Table 3-11). Also, personnel working the 40 and 64

programs were much more satisfied with the amount of cross-

service communications than those working the 94 (see

Table 3-17).

When these trends became apparent, follow-up ques-

tioning was done in order to determine why coordination

and communications seemed to be better on the 40 and 64.

The apparent cause was the fact that the 40 and 64 programs,

because they will support command and control communica-

tions of tactical nuclear forces, are considered highly

visible and important programs. As a result, they received

much more management attention. Even TDY funding, so often

mentioned as a problem in many programs, appeared not to be

a problem here. Both the acquisition manager at Sacramento

and the Army program manager commented on how accessible

TDY funds were for the 40 and 64 programs (1; 8).
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Chapter Summary

Chapter IV has summarized and briefly interpreted

the findings of the research study. It has also provided

brief answers to the six research questions proposed in

Chapter I. Chapter V will present specific recommenda-

tions for improving multi-service acquisitions.
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CHAPTER V

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

Chapters III and IV pointed out several areas in

multi-service acquisitions in which improvements are needed.

These major areas included guidance, coordination, funding,

provisioning, and training. This chapter presents spe-

cific recommendations in each of the seven areas covered

by the research questions and summarized in Chapter IV.

In addition to providing specific recommendations in each

of the seven areas, this chapter also outlines some key

areas for further research.

Demographics

Civilian experience levels in both the Army and

Air Force appear to be quite adequate. There did appear

to be some key positions at the Sacramento Air Logistics

Center staffed by personnel with low experience level

people. However, even in these cases, personnel had con-

siderable prior experience in both single service acquisi-

tion and communications-electronics programs.

Military experience levels in both services were

much lower, especially in the Air Force. This will be a

continuing problem as long as the military services
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continue their present policy of rotating officers through

assignments every two to four years. This problem is

exacerbated by the policy of using acquisition assignments

for career broadening of officers.

Recommendation: Tour lengths for military offi-

cers, especially program managers and logistics managers,

should be lengthened to at least five years. Also, ser-

vices should establish career progression acquisition pro-

grams, as well as assigning special experience identifiers

to officers' specialty codes, identifying officers with

acquisition and multi-service experience. With these pro-

cedures military personnel managers will be better able to

assign properly experienced officers to key positions.

Guidance

The Standard Integrated Support Management System

(SISMS) manual is the key document for multi-service acqui-

sition programs. As documented in Chapters III and IV,

opinion is split as to the adequacy of this document.

Some felt that the SISMS was too general and vague; others

felt it would be adequate if only it were fully imple-

mented. Additionally, the wide range of documents used

as formal guidance cited in response to interview ques-

tion 10, indicates that a single, integrated, complete

document would be impossible.
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Recommendation: The SISMS manual should be retained

in its present form as a document for basic policy and

guidance. The detailed procedures for multi-service

acquisitions should be incorporated, after joint service

coordination into existing service regulations. The reason

for this approach is straightforward. Many organizational

levels and people are involved in different functions of

multi-service programs. They become familiar with their

own service regulations regarding their functional areas.

Since most people will work both single and multi-service

programs, the authors believe the multi-service procedures

should be included in the service regulations people will

be most familiar with. Implementing this concept will

require two things. First of all, a permanent joint ser-

vice working group must be established to agree on and

coordinate specific multi-service procedures. This

permanent group must be made up of those middle level mana-

gers (0-3 through 0-6 and GS-11 through GS-15) who handle

these multi-service programs. The group must be given

sufficient authority and backing, preferably from the Joint

Logistics Commanders, to establish and implement joint

policies and procedures. Secondly, once specific multi-

service procedures are included in the service regulations,

the individual services must be prohibited from tailoring

or supplementing the multi-service procedures without
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prior approval and coordination by the permanent working

group.

These recommendations should improve the basic pro-

cedural guidelines and prevent the costly, difficult,

manual workarounds currently employed. The next section

outlines additional recommendations for improving coordina-

tion between services on specific programs.

Coordination

Early coordination is a definite problem. There

is much confusion as to how, if, or when early review is

accomplished. As the AN/TSC-94 case indicates, the Air

Force is not getting involved early enough in the acquisi-

tion cycle. The Army version of the AN/TSC-85 upon which

the Air Force AN/TSC-54 is based was entering the production

phase before Air Force became involved. At this point it

was too late for the Air Force to influence the basic

design with Air Force maintenance and operation concepts.

The best the Air Force could achieve was a modification of

the Army version. This kind of situation has an adverse

affect on Design to Cost/Life Cycle Cost (DTC/LCC) efforts.

Recommendation: To improve early coordination,

the function of the Air Force Liaison Office located at

SATCOMA should be expanded. Presently this office acts as

a liaison between Air Force Logistics Command both at

Hanscom Field and Sacramento, and the Army program offices.
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The ESD/XR office at Hanscom AFB is involved in conceptual

phase review of programs. If this was expanded to include

early review of Army initiated programs, the Air Force

would be better able to program funds and influence design

with Air Force considerations.

A second area for improvement is in the use of

Joint Operating Agreements (JOA). As shown in Chapters

III and IV, programs (the AN/MSC-40 and AN/GSC-64) which had

JOAs established early in the program appeared to run more

smoothly than those that did not (AN/TSC-94 and AN/TSC-100).

Recommendation: All multi-service acquisition pro-

grams should be required to have JOAs established at the

earliest possible point of the acquisition cycle, prefer-

ably in the conceptual phase, but certainly not later than

full-scale engineering development. JOAs should include

jointly reconciled maintenance and operations concepts,

provisioning procedures, program milestones, integrated

logistics support plans, etc. Also, as contracts are

written, Data Item Descriptions (DIDs) should include

information required by both services. Also, the JOAs

should include agreements on Logistics Support Analyses

(LSA) to be provided by the contractor. These areas cited

are merely representative of areas where JOAs must be

obtained. The point is, JOAs are needed wherever both

services will be impacted, and they must be obtained early

in the acquisition cycle.
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Although not prepared to make specific recommenda-

tions regarding the establishment of a single super-SPO

or joint program type office, the authors would like to

point out the apparent efficiency of programs managed by

the Defense Communications Agency (DCA). These programs

are those involving strategic satellite communications

terminals. DCA acts as an overseer of these programs,

and there was some evidence in this study indicating the

viability of this approach.

Recommendation: Further research into the feasi-

bility of DCA expanding to include oversight of tactical

satellite communications programs should be conducted.

The research also pointed out the need for some

simple recommendations to improve coordination between

services in multi-service programs. These are summarized

below.

All message and letter communications should

include point of contact for return communications.

Although this seems so obvious as to be not worthy of

noting. Several personnel interviewed did say they were

not able to respond to some communications because of

missing return addresses or contact points.

All organizations involved in multi-service acquisi-

tion programs should periodically exchange updated organi-

zational charts. Frequent personnel changes, especially

for military, often cause breakdowns in communication.
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In addition to exchanging organizational charts, organiza-

tions should also periodically exchange rosters which dis-

play a person's name, program he or she is working on, and

responsibilities on that program. As the data indicated,

people are relying very heavily on telephone calls to

resolve problems. This type of roster exchange would

greatly facilitate cross-service communications.

Consideration should also be given to establishing

an Army liaison office at Sacramento similar to the Air

Force liaison at SATCOMA. Regardless of how much effort

is made to standardize procedures, train, exchange rosters,

etc., it is not reasonable to expect all people at all

organizational levels and in all functional areas to become

experts in how the "other service" operates. The liaison

officer position would be very helpful and was cited by

several people interviewed as necessary for improving multi-

service programs.

Because the importance of reaching agreements and

understanding are so much more important, and difficult

to achieve, on multi-service programs, TDY funds must be

adequate for getting people to joint conferences. Per-

sonnel responsible for allocating TDY funds for conferences

must be aware of the increased importance of these meet-

ings for multi-service over single service programs.

Budget considerations should be made accordingly.
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Finally, all personnel involved in multi-service

programs must be impressed with the importance of clear

communications, especially when dealing with members of

other services. Acronyms and terminology differences

between services can create severe problems in understand-

ing. Even after eight months of research and sixty hours

of interviews, the authors were still confronted with new

terminology, even as the research closed. This problem was

also cited by many interviewees. In fact, one high-level

supervisor cited an instance of a joint service meeting

where this problem was very apparent. Throughout the meet-

ing, individual service members used their own terminology

and acronyms. The other service personnel would nod in

apparent understanding. As the meeting concluded, this

supervisor observed that much of the content of the meeting

had been lost because of unfamiliar or undefined terminol-

ogy and acronyms. It is almost with tongue in cheek that

the authors recommend that multi-service personnel not be

allowed to use abbreviations and acronyms. The point is,

however, that personnel working with other services must

be aware that the languages are different, and every effort

should be made to communicate clearly when working with the

"other service."

The recommendations presented here were intended

to improve coordination between services. The next section
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explores Section IV of the questionnaire, general informa-

tion.

General Information

The major finding of Section IV of the interview

form was the inability of service automated management

information systems to interface with each other. Because

of this interface problem, much data, especially key pro-

visioning data, must be manually transferred. This manual

transfer slows the provisioning process and introduces

opportunities for errors.

Recommendation: Either Air Force or Army software

experts, or private consultants should conduct a study

on the feasibility of creating cross-service computer

interfaces. These interfaces would greatly facilitate

information flow between the services.

Other recommendations for communication and coordin-

ation improvements were presented in the previous section

of this chapter. The final recommendation in this section

concerns data collection on multi-service acquisition pro-

grams.

As the data presented in Chapter III indicated,

there is not a comprehensive, integrated history of an

acquisition program. Rather, individual personnel working

a program may or may not maintain personal files of prob-

lems encountered and actions taken on their aspects of a
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program. Because of personnel turnover and informal record

keeping, corporate memory on a program appears to often

be lost or at least degraded. As a result, the potential

for repeating past mistakes exists.

Recommenation: Increased use should be made of

lessons learned data files such as those maintained by the

Air Force Acquisition Logistics Division (AFALD).

Also, further research should be conducted into
the feasibility of a computerized diary for each program.

This automated type system could be maintained at the pro-

gram office with access terminals located at the major

organizations involved in multi-service programs. The sys-

tem should use an interactive terminal whereby personnel

could call up information previously entered on functional

areas within a particular program. Key program personnel,

their responsibilities, phone numbers, and other important

information could also be maintained in a permanent file.

This would further facilitate communications between ser-

vices. A computer program similar to the one used by the

authors to record, store, and sort data for this study

would be appropriate. This program is included at Appen-

dix B.

Funding

The existing funding structure for the tactical

satellite programs (AN/TSC-94, AN-TSC-100, AN/MSC-40, and
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AN/GSC-64) has caused some problems and needs to be

improved. Because of the limited data on Tri-Tac programs

(AN/TTC-39) and DCA programs (AN/FSC-78), the discussion

here is limited to the tactical satellite terminal pro-

grams.

As described in Chapter IV, end systems and initial

spares are prefunded by each service. This prefunding

causes problems. First of all, whether because of account-

ing procedures, computer interfaces, etc., the Air Force

has in the past paid twice for its initial spares. Also,

if a using service does not adequately budget for spares,

as in the F-5/T-38 case cited in Chapter IV, a dilemma

results. The executive service is either forced to pro-

vide the additional funds for initial spares, or all ser-

vices will be "under-spared." Other problems can result

under the pre-funding concept. If a service decides to

-cancel out of a multi-service program, the other services,

and especially the executive service, have two possible

problems. First, they may be forced to provide additional

funds to keep the program alive. Or, they may be stuck with

higher levels of initial spares than would be economical.

Prefunding is used for three reasons. First, it

is used to provide working capital to the executive ser-

vice. Second, it prevents the executive service from pay-

ing for unique requirements of the other services. Finally,

it acts as a deterrence to program cancellation by other

129



services. However, it is the authors' opinion that pre-

funding problems outweigh these functions.

Recommendation: Prefunding for end systems and

initial spares should be eliminated. The executive ser-

vice should be funded adequately by POD to acquire all end

systems and initial spares for multi-service programs.

Once end systems and initial spares have been acquired by

the executive service, follow-on logistics support should

be handled by the executive service and paid for by funded

requisitions from the using services. This procedure would

eliminate the problems caused by prefunding. It would

require that all services share equally in shortages of

spare parts when they occur. The data presented in Chapters

III and IV strongly support this proposal. This proposal

would require DOD and congressional recognition of multi-

service programs, because the executive service would need

more money for a given program under this concept. How-

ever, this concept should be supportable because of con-

tinued congressional and GAO emphasis on eliminating dupli-

cation of effort among the services.

Provisioning

Provisioning was cited most often as the area for

improvement in multi-service programs. The difficulties

in provisioning appear to result from different procedures

between Air Force and Army. These differences were
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presented in Chapter III and summarized in Chapter IV.

Basically, the Army begins provisioning before production

contract award, whereas the Air Force waits until the

production contract. The Army spends less time at the pro-

visioning conference; however, Air Force accomplishes more

actions at the provisioning conference. These additional

actions include cataloging and prescreening of national

stock numbers (NSN).

The overall Army provisioning cycle is much longer

than the Air Force. This is apparently due to philosophi-

cal differences regarding contractor support. The Army

is much more willing to use interim contractor support

(ICS) than the Air Force. In fact, one Air Force logisti-

cian said he measured success in his job by being able to

avoid using interim contractor support.

Recommendations: Air Force should change its

policy regarding when provisioning can begin and on ICS.

Specifically, Air Force should provision during full-scale

development, as does the Army. Once Air Force becomes

accustomed to using Logistics Support Analysis (LSA), as

has recently been implemented, this early provisioning

will become more feasible. Also, for unstable items whose

demand cannot be confidently predicted, ICS should be used,

in accordance with Army philosophy.

Because of the Air Force reliance on national stock

numbers, Army should accomplish the same actions as
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Air Force at the provisioning conference. Specifically,

Army must prescreen DLSC for stock numbered parts, and

cataloging should also be done at the provisioning confer-

ence. These recommendations incorporate the best of both

services' provisioning procedures, rather than the worst,

as is apparently being done now on multi-service programs.

One area for further research in this area would

be a cost analysis of ICS versus organic logistics support

during the first year after a system becomes operational.

Training

As presented in Chapter III and summarized in

Chapter IV, there is a definite need for training in multi-

service acquisitions. This need is somewhat more pro-

nounced for Air Force than Army. However, personnel

assigned to multi-service acquisition programs need train-

ing to better prepare for their multi-service roles. This

training currently is not adequate.

Recommendation: Current professional continuing

education (PCE) courses should be expanded to include

blocks on multi-service acquisition procedures. Included

should be training on the different basic philosophies

and procedures of the other services. Items to be covered

would include the differences in present provisioning

procedures, different levels of repair between Army and

Air Force, etc. Also, of primary concern is the differences
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in terminology and organizational structure between ser-

vices. As cited earlier in this chapter, terminology

differences have created problems in coordination between

services. Training in terminology would improve inter-

service communication and coordination.

The authors believe at this time that it would not

be economically feasible to set up a specific course or

courses just for multi-service personnel. Therefore,

training must be incorporated into existing PCE curricula.

Specific course content and syllabi are areas for further

study. Personnel from the Air Force Institute of Tech-

nology's School of Systems and Logistics, the Army Logis-

tics Management Center, and the Defense Systems Management

College should meet to establish specific training needs.

Summary

The purpose of this research study was broad in

nature, that is, to identify the major problem areas in

multi-service acquisition programs. Specifically, this

study was limited to programs in which the Army was the

executive service, and the Air Force a using service. The

study was further limited to less-than-major communications-

electronics systems, primarily tactical satellite communi-

cations terminals. Because of the diversity found in pro-

cedures just within this study, the reader must exercise
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caution when trying to generalize from the conclusions

reached here.

The recommendations presented have of necessity

been somewhat broad in scope. This is in keeping with

the purpose of the study, to identify the major problem

areas in multi-service programs. Several major problem

areas were discovered. These were coordination and

communication problems between services, the inability of

service automated management information systems to com-

municate with each other, funding problems, provisioning

problems, and a shortage of training. Recommendations

for improvements have been presented in Chapter V for each

of these areas. Further research and more specific improve-

ments are needed in each specific area. Following are some

specific questions for further research.

1. Can a standard DOD provisioning system be

developed?

2. What specific things should be included in

course syllabi for multi-service acquisition training?

3. How can effectiveness of provisioning decisions

be measured after a system becomes operational?

4. Finally, consideration should be given to con-

tracting private industry for a feasibility study into ways

of interfacing the individual services' computer systems,

to include supply, financial, and provisioning data
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systems. If this could be accomplished, multi-service

programs could be handled much more efficiently.

With the current emphasis on reducing acquisition

costs, multi-service programs have great potential. Per-

sonnel working the multi-service programs covered by this

study were highly supportive of the multi-service process,

in spite of the many problems. By implementing the

recommendations made herein, and by accomplishing the

recommended further research, the multi-service acquisi-

tion of tactical satellite communications can be made even

more efficient.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (ATC)

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OH 45433

REPt Y TO

Ar14 OF LSOG (Capt Cox, 56569)

SUBJECT Multiservice Acquisition Programs

TO

1. As graduate students at the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT),
we are conducting a study of difficulties encountered in multi-service
acquisition programs. We are concentrating on communications and elec-
tronics equipment acquired by the Army and used for the Air Force. Our
objective is to consolidate the knowledge and experience of those who
have worked in this challenging area into a single document which might
help those who have to work this area in the future.

2. We will be calling for your inputs sometime between 25 February and
30 March. We have attached a copy of the telephone interview we will
be using so that you may be prepared to provide us any information that
could help our study. Also, it should help us to conduct the interview
as quickly as possible. We realize you are all very busy, but hope that
you can spare the 30-45 minutes we feel we need to accomplish the inter-
view.

3. The survey will be conducted with people at many different organiza-
tional levels and in different functional areas. Therefore, some ques-
tions may not apply directly to you. However, if you know the office or
person who could help, we would appreciate that information as well.

4. Our research to date has shown that there may be great potential
for multi-service acquisition programs. However, there appear to be
some difficulties in implementing these programs. With your help, we
hope to be able to provide some information which will improve the multi-
service acquisition process. We sincerely appreciate your time and help.

LELAND D. COX, Capt, USAF

DAVID B. WILE, Capt, USAF
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I. Demographic Data

1. What is your rank?

2. What is your AFSC?

3. How many years of experience do you have in acquisition?

4. How many years of experience do you have in CEM programs?

5. How many years of experience do you have in working multiservice
acquisition programs?

6. What specific programs/systems have you been involved with?
Are you currently working any of these programs? Which one(s)
are multiservice programs?

7. What are your responsibilities in this/these programs?

8. What is your formal position?

9. Is/Was your organization adequately manned?

Grade-wise?
Experience-wise?
Training-wise?
Civilian versus military?
AFSC background?

II. Guidance

10. What directives do you use as formal guidance in your work on

multiservice programs?

11. What specific deficiencies, if any, exist in the formal guidance?
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12. What specific difficulties did you or your organization encounter
in your program?

13. How did you resolve these problems?

14. Describe problems you have experienced that you feel were caused
by the multiservice aspect of your program.

15. Describe problems you have experienced that were typical of both
single service and multiservice programs.

16. In your opinion, do vultiservice programs cause more, or different,
problems than single service programs?

III. Coordination

17. What kinds of agreements were reached between services before
system acquisition decisions were begun?

18. Is there a procedure for AF to evaluate future Army programs for
possible AF use, before the Army has already begun its acquisition
process? When does AF first have a chance to get in on equipment
or logistics decisions?

19. Do you feel that the executive service/using service relationship
is correct? Should a DOD level "super-SPO" be established for all
multiservice acquisitions? If so, what responsibilities should
the individual services maintain?

20. For multiservice programs, should the executive service be given
all financial resources to accomplish both initial and follow-on
support?4

21. Should the AF "buy into" the Army logistics system or maintain
its own initial spare parts inventory?

22. After IOC, how are service modifications handled to insure con-
tinued standardization of parts and maintenance procedures?
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23. How are AF maintenance concepts (field versus intermediate versus
depot) taken into consideration on single service programs? . .
in multiservice programs? What problems arise because of differ-
ent maintenance concepts between Army and AF? How are conflicts
resolved? Are maintenance concept differences included in the
general operating requirement (GOR) or statement of operational
need (SON)?

IV. General Information

24. What types of information do you require to perform your role in
multiservice acquisition programs?

25. Is the existing management information system adequate to provide
this information across services?

26. Was there sufficient comunication with the other services?

27. Describe the way you coordinatel with the other services in your
multiservice programs.

28. Did you know who to contact in other services for coordination?
How did you find the "right person" to coordinate with?

29. How could coordination between services be improved?

30. Are the LAR/LOGCAP formats adequate? If not, what is lacking?

31. Should the program manager or someone else be responsible for
briefing logistics items at LAR/LOGCAP reviews?

32. What feedback do you receive on your program?

Short term (first year after IOC)
Long term (1-4 years after IOC)

33. How do you measure success in your job? (IOC, milestones, ISSL
fill rates, NMCS rates, other?)
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34. Is there a "life history" of an acquisition? Where would this
information be located? If not, should there be? What should
be included?

V. Funding

35. How is the funds transfer problem handled?

For end systems?
For initial spares?
For follow-on spares?

36. How are Army and AF requirements integrated into one requisition
objective? Does different funding level/concept result in one
service paying more than its fair share?

37. How should the Air Force fund preoperational spares and initial
provisioning when follow-on support is to be provided by the
executive service?

38. How does the Air Force handle pre-funding of Army items when it is
the executive service?

39. What approach should be taken on the one item per MIPR problem?

40. Is specific item integrity of prefunded spares maintained? Should
it be? Or should the executive service be given the requirement
to buy for initial provisioning and payment sent when the item is
received?

41. Who physically holds the assets? Who should?

42. What changes would you recoamend in the funding structure?

VI. Provisioning

43. How much input do you have in the provisioning process?

44. What problems exist in the cataloging system on multiservice pro-
grams?
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45. How does the Army forecast initial requirements to push assets
out to the field?

46. What differences are there between AF and Army provisioning pro-
cedures?

47. Do these differences cause provisioning and follow-on support
problems for multi-service programs?

48. How would these problems be resolved?

VII. Training

49. What formal training have you had for your role in the acquisition
process? (Tech School, PCE, Grad prog., etc.)?

50. Do you feel your training adequately prepared you to handle single
service acquisition programs?

51. Describe the training, if any, you have had to prepare you for
the multiservice acquisition arena.

52. Do you feel your training, by itself, prepared you to handle multi-
service program problems?

53. Do you feel there should be a formal training program specifically
for personnel assigned to multiservice acquisition programs?

54. How much training should be given? What things would you include
in the training?

55. In what format should the training be presented?

TDY school
Correspondence
OJT
Other
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VIII. Summary

56. What would you recommend for improving logistics support for multi-
service acquisition programs? Use the following as possible areas
for improvement.

Training Maintenance concepts
Funding Levels of repair concepts
Provisioning Supply concepts
Formal guidance Manning
Timing (Conferences, etc.) Comptroller support

57. Do you feel that there are enough potential advantages of multi-
service acquisitions to warrant their continued use?

58. What is the single most important area for improvement?

59. What do you feel are the key areas for future research into the
multiservice acquisition process?

4
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APPENDIX B

.1 COMPUTER PROGRAM FOR DATA ORGANIZATION

145

!



0231,AM GRAI
7HIS 05OGRAM SORTS INTERVIEW RFSP34SES BY' !UESTION NUI4BERtSYSTEM
Zjon)5, CUNCrIONAL IRSEA, ORGA4I!ZATtZ.' AND INTERVIEWEE.
r~f CLLOWING DATA DICTIONARY APD.LES T3 SELECVION COD)E

nDOE = ASE ON 4HICH SEL-:CrL34 r5 MADE
I N UESTION NUMBER ro- RT 3---ECTED

SN = SYSTEN NUMBER COOE
CA = FUNCTIONAL AkEA :ODE-
nR ORGANIZATIONAL CODE

INT = INTERVIEwEE CODE
rH9- rOLLOWING TERM1S APPLIES TO DATA CARDS

O a QUESTION NUm'RER DF IE3214SE 3J--ST = OUEsri3N AS<FD
S = SUBJECT SYSTEM COE SYSTv SYSTEM
F = FUNC'TIONAL CODE FJNZVT =FUNCTIONAL AlFA
O CRGANITATIONAL C30E OR~tN OFFICE SYMIOL
I = CODE FOR INTERVIEWEE iNlt~v =iNTERVIEWEE

RES=N P ' ESPONSE
7,HARAf.rEk RSP ?066,CODE'14,2UEST'333,S~r l~rip FUNCTW 151INTPR7*25
'w ACTE* ORGAIj*2*5

[NJT=STR RES,QN,FAORGSN,INTC3FI, 0
THE 4.J:XT CARD READS THE CODE-S T3 3T- SELECOTFD FT7OM A LOCAL FILE

4A4E" TAPE iiI %5DVT CARD CONVERTS ALPA C3DS IT4T3 SOECIFI^Z ITEMS TO BE SrELECTED
IF (ON .5:0. 99) THEN

REWIND 1
GOTO 99

ELSE
GOTO IC

ENOIF
r~r %frEXT CARD READS THE RESPONSES )rr A .OCAL FILE NAMED TA2E 12

((cN .Eno S) *OR* (SN *Els f) 1ANWe
( I (FA sEge F) oOR9 (FA .50. 3)) .AND9
( (0PS .E~o 0) oOR. (ORG .Els V)) o AN)e
f(NT oEOe 1) *OR* (INT .50. a))) THEN

4!F (f) *Ete 1) THEN
OUEST=*I4HAT IS YOUI RAW'?

--LSErF (0 *Eno 2) THEN
OUEST=IWHAT IS YOUk A93: ) GS SE IES-7

ELSrIF (0 *EQ. 3) THEN
OUEST=OHOW MANY YEARS EX2ERIENCE )O YcU HAVE IN ACiuISrr

ELSEIF (I .50. ',) THEI
* 'UEST=OHOW M4ANY YcEA,(S EX37ERIENCT 'O YC'J HAVE WITH EM PR

rELSEIF (0 .50. 5) THEN
CUESr=OHOW MANY YEARkS 03 fCJ HAVE- IN f"ULTISERVICE ACIU:sI LIFIF (0 .50. 5) THEN
lUEST: WHAT SPEcrIV. PRO;RAHS 4IV! Yot, eEEt4 INVOLVS1 ZN

I~C~1.YWORK!NG? 14HICH WE -E ?AJ-r-PVI: Ela
rLgSEF 0( Eno. v) THEN

O)UEST20WHAT ARE YOJ-i *ES234SI93I. ZES WITH THESE P13SRAl

LsErF (0 .50. 8) THEN
146



nUET~tHATCHANGES WOML fJU RE'.34HENOD IN T4E FU40OING STR

LSEIF (0 .EQ* 43) THEN
OUEST=OH0W nUCH INPUT 03 Y)J HAVE 'N THE PPOVIS:.A!41G PROC

.1 -LSEIF (0 .EOe 44) THEN
EOUEST=IWMAT PROBLEMS 1XIST 14 THE ICATALOGING SUSTSMl ON SI

14IGcE SERVICE ACQUISITIONS? ON 4JLrrsEzRvI.E ACU2:STIONS?t
TLSEIF (0 oEno 45) THEN

OUEST=04O14 DOES THS ARIl' T31ECAST ANITIT4L REOUIREtIEITS T3
IDUSH ASSETS OUT TI THE FIELD?#

.LSEIF (0 .Eoo 46) THEN
QUE.ST='WHAT DIFFEREMdES A . rHERE ?ETW7_E4 AF AN') ARIY OR3V

hI~rINING PRCCEDURES?*
r-LSEIF (0 .En. 47) THEN

OUEST=000 THESE DIFFERE14:-ES :AUSE- PPOV1SIGING ANO F3LLOW-0
14J SJPPORT PROBLEMS FOR MULTISERVIEr PROGkS?f

.LSEIF (q .EQ. 48) THEN
IUEST=IHO4 SHOULD THIESE PO)BLEMS 17- RESOLVEDTO

rLSEIF (0 .EOo 49) THEN
'UEST=IWHAT FORMAL rRA1I4;I 4AVE v:U HjtO FOR YOUR POLE IN

tr4r CIUISITION PROCESS? (TECH S )DJLFOEqCFA0 PR0GqETC )9 '
LSEIF () sE~o 5:) THEN

TOHNL UTSRIEAUSTOSOUEST000 YOU FEEL fOU TmtING 4A'ECU-TELY PREPAREI YOU
tro '4AIOLE' SINGLE SERVICE XCO(UISITr3N PRO3RaMS?l

rLSEIF (0 *Eno 5I) THEN
OUEST=:OESCRIPE THE TRAN439 IF A'4Y YOU HAVE HAD T) PREPA

LSEIF ((0 *EO. 52) THEN
OUEST=00o YOU FEELYDUR r~a'.NtNG BYV ITSr__LFq PREPARE) YOU T

11 H4ANF)LE MULTISERVICE PROG~kM PR33E7-S?t
FLSEIF (0 oEO* 53) THE4

OUEST=0OO YOU FEEL V'4ERE 5IOULD ?r A FCOR?,AL TRAININ- PROGR
I1 SOMCIFIALL" FOR PERSONNEL ASSI'4E-D TO 4fl.LTIERVICE ACOr',T;TION
s3POG1.AMS?f

-LSEIF (0) oE'2. 54) THEN
17UEST='H014 MUCH TRA1NING SIOULD 3E GIVT-4? WHAT THINGS WOUL

13 YXI TN:LUOE IN THE TRAINI4G?l
:LTLIF (0 @EQ9 55) THEN

CUESTzfIN WH~AT FORmST S-IOJ_3 TWE r-AIN'NG BE P: ES=NrEO?*
.. LSEIF (0 *E. 56) THEN

lUEST=6WHAT WOULD YOU RECD41ENO FO; IMF:'OVING LOGIST'CS SU
12'R FCR MULTISERVICE ACQUISIT134 2OGR~m-? USE THE FOLL11IING AS
il !;,j:,E~. TRAININGFUNOINGPRVI3I,;FOP'.L C-tJ1ANCE9TIMING (004F [

!=l_'!SqT)MAINTENANCE CO04CEOTSPLVES: REPAIRZ CONCE3T3,SUPPL
If 0PStANMING COMPTROLL=R SJ333;Tee

LSSIF (0 .EQ* 57) THEN
2UczTzeOo YOU FEEL r4 TIERE ARE -ENCUC-4 P3TFNTIAL ADV.ANrA

ISES I)F MULiSEFVICE ACQUISITIONS r) 4ARRA'J7 THFIR CONTINUTED USE?*
=LFEIF () .Elo 7-6) THEN

QUEST=IWHAT IS THE SINGLE IOST r4P'RTANIT AREA FOR IMPROVEM

.LSEIF (0 .El. 39) TH'!N
^iU:_ST=*W.44T 00 YOU 91ErL %it- rHG <:Y WRAS FOI F'JTUQA ce-SEA

1 -1 t'I?3 MULTISERVICE ACO)UISITIJ, P13CESS
ELS E

P.RINT f(Tl5qA,214b')JEST[3'4 vtOB NOT FOU!409
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ENCIF
IF (S PEI*. 1) THEN

SYSTM= eAN/TSC-94
ELSEIF (3 .EOo 2) TL49-4

SYS TM=OAN/TTC-39
ELSEIF (S .EO. 3) THE4

SYSTM'AN/TSC-it"
ELSU--F (S *E~o 4) THE4

SYSTM= *AN/t1SC-o4
ELSEIF (3 eEQ., 5) THE-4

SY STM= 0AN /GSC-4 I &
ELSEIF .(S .EOe 6) r HE4

SYSTM= $AN/TS C-17
ELSEIF (S #E09 7) THE4

SYS T M=IAN/FSC-78
ELSEIF (S SO*. 8) THSEN

S YS T M= 0A N / 1SIC6 6
ELSEIF (3 sEQ. 9) THEN

S YS TM= AN /TSC- L&~
SL.SEIF (S oEO. IC) THE4

SYSTM=6TSC64,SC.J
ELSEIF (S eE~ li) THE4

SYSTM=OTSC94/1^1 0I ELSEIF (S sE'~o £2) THF'4
SYSTM=AI/USC-28 I

ELSEIF (S PEG* 13) THEN
SYSTM 'TSCl1V'P/.L73

ELSEIF (S eEQ. 25) THE4
SYSTM=$GENERAL

ELSE
PRIN-T 8 (T5 .A,rA) 8, SYSTEM 'ISt NOT FOUN0V

E4V~IF
IF (F *El. D) THPI

FtNCT='0EMOGRPHI'
ELSEIF (F .Vf), 2) rHEN

FUNCT= OGENERAL
ELSEIF (F~ *EO. 3) THEN4

FU NCT' 0GU I ANE
ELSEI (F eEO. 4) THE4

FUNCT='COORDI4ATt2N 0
ELSEIF (F #E0#. 5) T4EN4

FUNCT=IFUNOINS 0
ELSEIF (F oEoo 6) THE4

FUNCT=OPIRO VISE ONE 4; 8
2 ELSEIF (F *EO. 7) TH4EN

Fwlcr= 8SUMAPYv
ELSE I

PRINT (T5$AP12,vA) ' 9 JNCT A EA ,F, NOT COIJ-1I

ENDI F
IF (I 9.!0e 1) THEN

I NTRV: "PaT CRE TL E
ELSEIF (I sEt2. 2) THEN-

lNT.lV=*0D EZ7ELL
ELSCIF (I *E()e 3) THrq

rNTRV=OART wwrTE
ELSEIF (I oEf~o 49) THEq
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ELSEIF (I 9E~o 67) TH:E'4
INTRVz*TONY BURAY

ELSEIF (I eEC. 69) THE4
I4TRV=#TCNY TtYL3R

ELSEIF (I *EO. 7C9 7HE~4
INTRV=IGARY AYERS

ELSEIF (I .Ele 72) THE4I
INTqV=#BRUCE rHACK:R

ELETIF (I .EO. 74) THE4
- TRV='JDHN FOD

.LSEIF (I oE~o 76) THE4
INTRV= MF KEES

F ELSEIF (I *Ell* 79) THE4
lr4TRV=4M9 STOJ7,

ELSEIF (I *EO* 80) THE4I
INTRV=ISERNIE Pzr.,-r

ELSEIF (I *EO. 82) THE~4
IN~TRV=ILEW I A A 1

ELSE.IP (I sEOs a3) THESJ
INTRV='RON JOINSO4

ELSE
PRINT f(T50AP129A) Ot@ITFRVI=-WFE ,vI, 6 4OT FOUIND'

ENDIF
IF (0 oEQ. 1) THEN

ORGAN=ISM-ALC/IM141
ELSEIF (0 sEO9 6) T HE=

OiRGAN=ISM-ALC,/4Mi'k3
E.LSEIF (0 .E(e 7) T HE I

ORGAN=$SM-ALC/MA4
ELSEIF (0 .EC. 4) THE4

O0ZGAN= SM-ALCt/MMSP'
ELSEIF (0 sEqo 9) THE'4

ORGAN= OSM-ALC/ .,M' A4
ELSEIF (0 oEQ. 6) THTN

ORGAN= OSM-ALC/ MAID3
ELSEIF (0 .Eq, 7i) THEN

0RGANz4SM-ALC/'MCBA
E.LSEIF (0 oEO. 82) THEN

ORGAN= 'SM-ALC/MMS4MC f
ELSEIP (0 *EO., £3) THE~4

ORiGAN= 'SM-ALCP!MMA9

ELSEIF (0 *EC. £40 THEN
-1ORGAN= OSM-ALIC/ MID

ELSEIF (0 *EO. W~ TH4
Or GAN= ISM-ALC/lNCB9d 9

ELSEIF (0 *E0, 13) THE4
0RGAN=ISM-ALC/MM'Z1%

ELSE!F (0 *EOo ±7;) THE4

ORGAN= SM-ALC/V"Cl
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ORGANJ= 'AFLC/LOLC;:
ELSEIc (0 *Eno. 56) TL4E4

ORGAN= lAFLC/L34
ELSE

ENDIF 0NTFJt'

PRINT "f//T59 A 9I2) 0 9 PJ-STIct; NJ% EEP #,ON
PR~INT *,)OUEST
PRINT l(i3~T~&T~tT4ATv 1 ,;v/TiA,T2,A/fT5,AXqA/,j
AXgA/) 0,
0SvSTEM :0,SYSTtI,

OFUNCT104AL AREA 10~ir
fORGANIZATION :01 OR;AN,

RE ' INTERVIEWEE 14irRV, #RZS: ONSE 1@, RESPN

GOTO 13
rLSElF (0 -SO-. 99) THE4

REWIND 12
GOTO [5

PRINT 0 (T59,A/) 0 RESPN
GOTO 13

RES=

4 ONTTNUE
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